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ABSTRACT 
 Historical	  empathy	  is	  a	  topic	  that	  is	  decades	  old	  in	  history	  education	  research,	  but	  has	  been	  stunted	  in	  it’s	  implementation	  due	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  conceptual	  clarity,	  and	  a	  lag	  in	  balanced	  research	  grounding	  the	  term.	  	  Also,	  classroom	  practices	  and	  pedagogy	  have	  had	  some	  implementation	  missteps	  that	  have	  encouraged	  over	  identification	  and	  unrestrained	  emotional	  engagement	  between	  students	  of	  history	  and	  historical	  agents.	  	  These	  missteps	  run	  counter	  to	  the	  practice	  of	  quality,	  unbiased	  historical	  inquiry.	  	  The	  goal	  of	  this	  research	  study	  is	  to	  contribute	  to	  the	  field	  and	  knowledge	  in	  area	  of	  historical	  empathy,	  and	  to	  provide	  knowledge	  that	  help	  practitioners	  avoid	  such	  missteps.	  	  This	  study	  intends	  to	  help	  stabilize	  the	  term,	  and	  to	  investigate	  the	  dual-­‐process	  (affective	  and	  cognitive)	  nature	  of	  historical	  empathy	  engagement.	  	  Through	  investigates	  the	  different	  conceptualizations	  and	  frameworks,	  especially	  in	  digging	  deeper	  into	  students’	  affective	  process	  in	  historical	  empathy	  engagement,	  this	  study	  intends	  to	  balance	  the	  field’s	  understanding	  of	  the	  affective	  process	  in	  a	  dual-­‐process	  model.	  	  The	  findings	  highlight	  the	  areas	  where	  current	  knowledge	  was	  echoed,	  where	  research	  may	  be	  misunderstood	  or	  fall	  short,	  and	  where	  further	  research	  and	  study	  is	  needed.	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1 
Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
The purposes and the goals of the history classroom have undergone a paradigm 
shift over the recent decades as researchers have grown in their understanding of the 
greater potential of student engagement in the historical process.  This is a departure from 
the history classroom paradigm that focuses only on memorization of the things that 
happened in the past.  Though it is important for students to learn a breadth of events that 
have occurred, the history classroom is substantively richer in learning potential when 
students are taught to “think historically”: how to gather evidence, corroborate that 
evidence, and view historical events from many different perspectives (Wineburg, 2001).  
This is an important paradigm shift, as it not only makes the history classroom more alive 
and interesting, but it also promotes critical thinking skills that reach well beyond the 
history classroom (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Brooks, 2011; Dulberg, 2002; Endacott, 
2010; Foster & Yeager, 1998; Gehlbach, 2004; Kohlmeier, 2006; Lee & Ashby, 2001; 
VanSledright, 2001).   
One way history scholars are exploring to increase “historical thinking”, and the 
greater learning potential of the history classroom, is through a process called “historical 
empathy.”  This is a process of engaging with historical figures and events. It asks 
students to analyze and interpret how people in the past might have thought, felt, and 
acted within their specific social contexts, and under the specific circumstances of their 
time (Endacott & Brooks, 2013). I like to explain it as a process of engaging with 
historical characters where one learns how to use a variety of evidence to understand the 
frames of mind, context, thoughts, feelings, mentality, beliefs, intentions, and values of 
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historical agents.  Though this process has shown interesting results in its ability to 
contribute to student gains in a number of different ways, there remains some 
disagreement about its specific definition.  This research study hopes to continue to build 
on the body of literature that exists so that the definition, process, and outcomes of 
historical empathy can be better understood.   
This study will be grounded on the theoretical framework of Barton and Levstik 
(2004), and will utilize the pedagogical framework of Endacott (2010) to closely 
examining the process students go through when attempting to engage in historical 
empathy in one specific history classroom.  In doing so, I hope this study can contribute 
to the gaps in the literature, and help explain how students go from holding shallow, 
judgmental views of a historical event to having a richer, mature, and emotionally 
controlled ability to historically empathize.   
As I will outline more thoroughly in the literature review that follows, teaching 
historical empathy helps achieve history curriculum goals by fostering students’ abilities 
to compare and contrast present society with those of the past (Brooks, 2008; Davis, 
2001; Doppen, 2000; Endacott, 2010; Grant, 2001; Jensen, 2008; Kohlmeier, 200; Yeager 
et al., 1998). Historical empathy can help students combat “presentism” (the use of a 
modern perspective to unfairly evaluate the past), and to more comprehensively 
understand complex ideas, decision-making processes (Doppen, 2000; Endacott, 2010; 
Foster, 1999), and morality (Levstik & Barton, 2011).  Recognizing the complexity of 
past situations is an essential goal of any student of history, and scholars agree that 
historical empathy promotes that skill (Endacott & Brooks, 2013).  Furthermore, studies 
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have explored the positive social /emotional effects of practicing historical empathy in 
the history classroom, as well as other sub-competencies that may result (Barton & 
Levstik, 2004; Brooks, 2011; Dulberg, 2002; Endacott, 2010; Foster & Yeager, 1998; 
Foster, 1999; Gehlbach, 2004; Kohlmeier, 2006; Lee & Ashby, 2001; Riley, 1998; Stern, 
1998; VanSledright, 2001).  Scholars have also examined the pedagogical reasons for 
using historical empathy (Brooks, 2011; Cunningham, 2007).  Despite this, though, 
historical empathy is not widely incorporated into the curricular goals of the American 
history classroom.   
The lag between scholarly acceptance of this concept, and the practice of it has 
been attributed to several factors.  First, there is a lack of agreement among scholars on 
what precisely historical empathy is.  Furthermore, misunderstandings and misuses of 
historical empathy in the past were not just misguided, but these practices violated major 
foundational tenants of “doing” history (Wineburg, 2001).  In the past, the teaching of 
historical empathy has been wrought with pedagogical missteps.  Well-intentioned 
teachers intend to incorporate historical empathy into their history classrooms to deepen 
the connection between historical subjects and students, but they have had a thin 
theoretical foundation to rest upon.  Though many teachers have missed the mark in their 
methods, they were right in identifying the rich potential of historical empathy, which has 
largely lain latent.  Finally, historical empathy is not a commonly used in the classroom 
because the state of the literature is currently not robust enough to widely promote 
historical empathy to practitioners.  
There are three major gaps in research and knowledge in the area of historical 
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empathy:  the engagement in the processes of learning historical empathy is unclear; the 
existence of an affective (as opposed to a purely cognitive) element in the historical 
empathy process is unresolved; and the existing framework has not been validated.  
Research studies examining students’ engagement process in historical empathy will help 
explain how students engage in the historical empathy and reach the pro-social outcomes 
that have been suggested, of which is an increase in student’s ability to think historically 
(Wineburg, 2001) and a diminishment of presentism (Endacott, 2010).  
This study will observe the promotion of this skill in one history classroom, 
adding knowledge to the literature that promotes accepted frameworks, and also 
examining the processes students go through when using empathy to examine history. 
Through the pre- and post-use of Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) to measure 
empathy, the collection of classroom observations, student and teacher interviews, and 
the analysis of students’ personal course journals, this research will attempt to uncover 
how these students interact empathically with the course under examination, and how that 
empathic process changes over time.  
Using a case-study, mixed-methods design, this research study looks at both the 
teaching and learning that occurs in one secondary high school social studies classroom 
in Massachusetts. This study attempts to understand the learning cycle students undergo 
when using historical empathy. 
 
  
	  	  
	  
5 
Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
 
 
Introduction  
	  
The field of history education is showing a reemerging interest around a concept 
called historical empathy.  Historical empathy, for the purposes of this research study, 
should be understood as a process in which a person engages both logically/cognitively 
and affective/emotionally to an historical event or character to more comprehensively 
understand how people in the past thought, felt, and acted.  This increased interest is the 
result of an expanding concept of what the domain of history has to offer students.  
Traditionally, history educators have seen historical empathy as a way to enrich a 
students’ understanding of a specific historical event, but more recently experts advocate 
that historical empathy is a means to enrich historical events and prepare students to be 
civically engaged members of a democracy.  Others have also identified historical 
empathy as a means to promote other pro-social behaviors outside the domain of Social 
Studies altogether (Brooks, 2011; Cunningham, 2007; Endacott & Brooks, 2013, 
Gehlbach, 2004).  Experts interested in developing students’ social and emotional skills 
have increased their interest in exploring the idea of general empathy, and this has 
created tangential interest in understanding historical empathy (though it is important to 
note that general empathy and historical empathy are fields that are kept distinct from one 
another).  This chapter aims to offer an in-depth review of the historical empathy 
literature, while also offering evidence that indicate possible other implications of 
promoting this skill in history classrooms.     
Though the teaching of historical empathy has been around since the 1970s 
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(Ashby & Lee, 1987; Dickinson et al, 1978; Lee, 1984), the literature from the past 15 
years reflects an increased interest in it.  Two things can explain this increase in interest.  
First, research from the past 15 years has connected gains in historical empathy to gains 
in students’ perspective taking abilities. Wineburg’s (2001) foundational framework on 
“historical thinking” named “perspective taking” as a key part of the historical process. 
Prior to that time, social studies educators who had supported and promoted historical 
empathy relied more on intuition than pedagogical knowledge, especially as the 1960s to 
late 80s are observed to be a highly experimental time in history education (Lee, 2011).  
Practitioners’ uses of historical empathy prior to 2001 had earned a bad reputation for 
being ungrounded and excessively emotional.  However, since the increase in knowledge 
of the benefits of promoting historical thinking, and specifically perspective taking, 
historical empathy has been able to grow in turn.  Perspective taking gave the concept of 
historical empathy a more secure foundation from which to work from.  Since 2001, there 
have been several studies conducted that grounded historical empathy and connected it to 
student gains in perspective taking abilities (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Endacott, 2010, 
Endacott & Brooks, 2013; Gehlbach 2004; Lee & Ashby, 2001).  After 2001, the concept 
went from an intuitive, experimental practice, to a researched way to enrich students’ 
abilities to “think historically.”   
The increased interest over the past 15 years is a result of studies showing 
evidence of connections between students’ ability to engage in historical empathy and 
pro-social outcomes beyond the domain of history.  Some such behaviors connected to 
historical empathy are students’ conflict resolution skills (Gehlbach 2004), and increased 
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self-awareness (Blake, 1998; VanSledright, 2001).  These studies provide evidence to the 
speculative interest surrounding a possible connection between historical empathy and 
general social and emotional skills (Endacott, 2010; Endacott & Brooks, 2013).   
Regardless of the implications in a larger context, historical empathy has shown positive 
correlations to student gains in their overall social studies grades, and in students’ 
perspective taking abilities (Barton & Levstick, 2004; Endacott & Brooks, 2013; 
Gehlbach, 2004).  These things alone should cause a history educator to be interested in 
the concept of historical empathy. 
Although there is mounting interest in the topic, the body of literature surrounding 
the concept of historical empathy is still lacking in size.  The literature is lagging 
primarily because of the early misuses of historical empathy in the classroom, the 
misconceptions over the meaning of this concept, and disputes surrounding its 
complicated nature.  Early practitioners were well-intentioned but misguided when using 
historical empathy in classroom settings.  The complicated nature of engaging in 
historical empathy, and the lack of understanding of it, led many practitioners to violate 
some principles of the historical process in an attempt to enliven the history classroom 
(Lee, 2011).  Some practitioners allowed history classes to engage in purely sympathetic 
and overly imaginative connections with historical agents in the name of historical 
empathy. Teachers would fan the emotional flames of students in order to get them to 
deepen their care for a tragic historical event.  This often led to activities where the goal 
was for students to construct historical narratives by imagining themselves in situations 
like the Holocaust.  This gave way to students creating fictionalized narratives based on 
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their imagination and feelings, rather than evidence.  The misunderstandings and 
subsequent misuse created some “baggage” associated with the term, making this concept 
a target for opposition.   
Next, research in this field has lagged because of a primary definitional dispute.   
Some experts believe historical empathy to be a purely cognitive function (Foster, 1999; 
Foster & Yeager, 1998), while others claim it is a function that requires both cognitive 
and affective components (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Endacott, 2010; Endacott & Brooks, 
2013).  Even though the most recent studies of historical empathy favor the dual-process 
definition (ibid), the dispute has not been definitively settled in the field. Furthermore, 
among those who accept an affective element, there is little clarity as to how emotions 
integrate into the historical empathy process.   
Despite the past and its complex nature, this study will be working from the dual-
process, affective/cognitive definition of historical empathy.  I will also attempt to 
explain why this is the stronger conceptual model from which to work.  Furthermore, this 
literature review aims to show how the field has developed over time, clarify the 
foundational frameworks and findings that exist today, refine a clinical definition as a 
reflection of those findings, and illuminate what is next for the field in attempting to 
uncover the logical next steps of knowledge that can and should be gained in the field of 
historical empathy.   
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Foundational Framework of History Education  
Like any other education discipline, there are debates over what should be taught 
in history curriculum, and to what ends.  Should the history educator give an overview of 
events that have happened in the past, or should they go in-depth on specific events to 
give perspective and context?  Which events does a history teacher choose, and which 
ones do they exclude?  Should they emphasize the process of “doing” history, or offer a 
breadth of events to build a common narrative?  And if doing all of these things is 
important to varying degrees, where does the history educator begin and how do they 
draw boundaries?  Such questions are at the heart of this study.  Barton and Levstik 
(2004) not only discuss historical empathy, but also this greater debate between more 
conservative conceptualizations of history, and the constructivist approach.  They offer, 
as I reiterate, that each view has legitimate and viable arguments, but these arguments 
will not be explored here.  Though important to the field, the purpose of this review of 
the literature is to offer the place of historical empathy within a more liberal and 
constructivist approach to history education.    
 
History of the Term “Historical Empathy” 
To bring the field in greater alignment with the emerging consensus, it is 
important to understand the background of historical empathy, and why/how it 
developed.  The concept was first found in education in the 1970s when British educators 
noticed a problem:  high-achieving students were projecting a sense of judgment onto 
people in the past.  These students were judging people in the past as ignorant and 
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primitive, reflecting indications of “presentism” (Portal, 1980).  Presentism is the 
imposing of present-day attitudes and values onto past events, instead of viewing the past 
through a thorough, nuanced context appropriate to the time the events took place.  
Presentism misinterprets and misjudges past events because of the wrongful use of a 
modern lens to judge past events.  To historians, this is a cardinal error, and the most 
notable red flag that shows an underdeveloped, unsophisticated ability to “do” history.  
However, these same British students who were showing signs of presentism were also 
achieving the highest scores on standardized tests.  A good historian strives to understand 
the political, environmental, and social factors surrounding a decision someone made in 
the past, and these students, though scoring high marks, were not learning how to do that.   
Educators realized the necessity to broaden the scope of engagement between 
students and the history curriculum.  Borrowing from the newly popularized 
psychological term “empathy,” some British educators coined the term “historical 
empathy” to represent this broader scope of understanding that they hoped to teach in the 
curriculum.  They needed to teach beyond rote memorization to help students develop a 
greater sense of compassion and understanding for people of the past.  The word 
“empathy,” coined in the 1920s, but popularized in the 1960s by Piaget (1965) was being 
used in psychology to explain a way to deepen one’s understanding of another; a “feeling 
into” another’s situation.  This seemed to be the exact function that history educators 
were trying to encourage between students of history and the subjects they were studying.  
However, the introduction of the term “empathy” implied allowing emotion into 
the act of “doing” history.   This was worrisome for historians, and for good reason.  
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Early adopters of historical empathy in the classroom overcompensated for the lack of 
students’ deep understanding and encouraged flights of imagination in an attempt to 
deepen students’ engagement with history.  In doing so they replaced presentism with 
emotional over-identification, and historical fiction (Lee, 2011).  This tension between 
developing students’ care for historical subjects, and mitigating emotional bias in the 
teaching of history began a back-and-forth between educators and historians.  This 
marked the beginning of a twenty-year debate over the clinical definition of historical 
empathy (Blake, 1998; Dickinson & Lee, 1978; Portal, 1990; Shemilt, 1987; 
VanSledright, 2001).   
Many experts, and especially historians, pushed back against the new historical 
empathy standard that had made its way into the national British history curriculum.  
They called for greater term clarification, and for that clarification to discourage an 
emotional connection between students of history and their historical subjects.  Their 
concern was that teachers were encouraging the reconstructing of history led by 
emotions, and would therefore encourage bias into the historical process.  Historians 
wanted students of history to develop habits of the heart and mind that eliminated 
emotion and bias.  As a result of this valid concern, and because of the misuses of 
historical empathy in the classroom, educators carefully crafted a conceptual definition of 
historical empathy that emphasized it as a purely cognitive process.  The research that 
immediately followed, then, exclusively explored historical empathy as a cognitive 
process.   
Focusing on the cogitative part of historical empathy allowed educators to 
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continue to teach it in a way that was more in line with the historical method, and allowed 
researchers to justify their studies.  This focus on the cognitive is reflected in the body of 
research surrounding historical empathy in the 1980s to the late 90s.  Almost all the 
historical empathy studies during this time period dedicated their focus on building 
purely cognitive frameworks (Ashby & Lee, 1987; Lee, 1984; Portal, 1990; Shemilt, 
1987; Yeager & Foster, 1998).  It is this foundational controversy that has led to an 
imbalanced body of literature that has a more robust understanding of the cognitive 
component of this process.   
Though these early studies did avoid any exploration of an affective aspect to 
historical empathy, they were successful in establishing a useful and lasting foundation of 
knowledge about the cognitive process (Ashby & Lee, 1987; Barton & Levstik, 2004; 
Foster, 2001; Shemilt, 1987).  It was not until 2004 when the first affective framework 
was introduced (Barton & Levstik, 2004).  
 
Competing Theories of Historical Empathy 
 
Attempts to Explain the Role of Emotions  
By the late 1990s, nearly 20 years since historical empathy was first introduced 
into the national curriculum in Britain, the precise definition of historical empathy was 
far from settled.  This was especially true concerning the inclusion of any emotional 
quality in the term’s definition.  In 1999, Foster attempted to clarify the term by stating 
what historical empathy is not.  He wanted to be clear to separate sympathy from 
historical empathy.  He is not alone on this point (Bryant & Clark, 2006; Endacott, 2010).  
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Sympathy is an emotional connection to another based on a shared and common 
experience; it is “standing in the shoes of another.”  According to Foster, this “standing in 
the shoes of,” or having a shared experience with a historical character is impossible.  To 
presume to be able to sympathize is not only naïve, it is insulting, and dangerous to the 
craft of history.  To Foster, attempting to sympathize with a historical agent, “ignores the 
perspective of hindsight and is alien to the principle that historians are contemporary 
interpreters of past events” (p. 20).  For example, it is offensive for a student of history to 
believe they can fully understand the experience of a Holocaust victim.  Even the most 
noted scholars and experts on the topic, or someone who is close to a Holocaust victim, 
should never claim to have had a shared experience (sympathize) with him/her.  To 
Foster, empathy does not include emotional involvement with people of the past.  In fact, 
all emotional involvement undermines historical empathy, and should be considered 
sympathy.  
Bryan and Clark (2006) feel similarly about the inclusion of emotion into 
empathy.  They too make the distinction between historical empathy and sympathy, 
although what Foster calls sympathy, Bryan and Clark call “emotive empathy.”  Emotive 
empathy invites students of history to use their own experiences and their world to 
understand the beliefs and experiences of a historical agent.  Historical empathy, on the 
other hand, should recognize the students’ worldview, but then note how that worldview 
inhibits full understanding of someone in a different time and place.  Historical empathy 
then necessarily requires a self-reflection, and then emotional restraint.  Emotive 
empathy, or Foster’s sympathy, does not.  Historical empathy “recognizes that the 
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passage of time limits the ability to understand historical agents’ actions because our 
access to information about the influences on those actions diminished over time” 
(Bryant and Clark, 2006).  They too want to diminish any possibility of an affective 
component of the historical empathy process, and he favors a purely cognitive approach.  
Blake (1998) takes a different view than Foster (1999) and Bryant and Clark 
(2006).  He contests that one should not remove sympathy from the process of learning 
historical empathy.  Sympathy, to Blake, is a “stop” on one’s journey toward empathy. 
He acknowledges that sympathy differs from empathy in that it is achieved through a 
shared experience, but he sees empathy as a distant ideal that we must practice, even 
though it can never be fully achieved.  Consider, as an example, trying to be a better 
person; we will never achieve perfection, but we will practice shaping a better character, 
on our way to attempting to achieve this ideal.  Just as one might practice compassion on 
his/her way to bettering themselves, and may never have perfect compassion for another, 
a less-than-perfect form of compassion is a “stop” on one’s way towards an idea.  In the 
same way, Blake sees “sympathy” as a stop on one’s way to the ideal of perfect 
“empathy.”  Using the earlier example of a Holocaust survivor, even though one can 
never fully identify with their experience, there is still value in learning, listening, and 
connecting to what he or she went through.  One may never know (“achieve” empathy) 
but should still enter the process of empathic connection.   
However, when attempting to enter into empathy, one is only able to draw on his 
or her own experience.  One must pass through sympathy by considering similar 
experiences to understanding another, and restrain his or her personal identification, on 
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his or her way towards empathy.  In this same way, students of history will bring their 
here-and-now into studying the past.  If the history student can identify and understand 
the limitations to the self-and-other connection, and identify what those are, then they 
may bring an element of sympathy to the study of history.  As Endacott (2007) puts it, 
one who enters into historical empathy must recognize a “shared humanity.”  Blake sees 
sympathy as part of finding a “shared humanity” with someone in history.  Instead of 
avoiding sympathy altogether, Blake thinks one should recognize and deconstruct their 
own sympathies and connections, and then appropriately constrain them.  To “do” history 
correctly, one must rigorously and thoroughly explore his or her own perspectives, 
including one’s sentimentalities and emotions.  To Blake, sympathy is therefore a 
necessary step in the engagement in historical empathy; “central to the nature of empathy 
is the illumination of ourselves” (Blake, 1998).  His research adds to the literature that 
suggests there are sub-competencies promoted through historical empathy that go beyond 
informing students on the historical process.  
VanSledright (2001) would also agree that the study of history must include 
exploration of one’s self, including one’s emotions.  Though he does not mention 
sympathy as part of the historical empathy process, he does agree with Blake by 
advocating that self-knowledge and understanding is a vital part of “doing” history.  He 
accepts that even though one can never fully understand another’s experience, if one is 
attempting to explore the experience of a historical agent, he or she will necessarily need 
to make personal connections that draw on his or her own experience.  Both VanSledright 
and Blake argue that drawing on one’s own experience is a necessary part of the 
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historical process, as well as the historical empathy process.  Also, his research reflects 
that they both note that self-awareness should be a sub-competency that results from 
practicing historical empathy in the classroom.  This research from Blake and 
VanSledright becomes an important piece of literature later as researchers build on 
theoretical frameworks for historical empathy, adding elements of self-understanding as 
outcomes to be promoted by teachers of historical empathy (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Lee 
& Shemilt, 2011). 
Barton and Levstik (2004), Endacott (2010), and Brooks (2011) are the most 
recent and prolific scholars on historical empathy, and all four of them accept historical 
empathy as a dual-process function that require a limited emotional component.  Barton 
and Levstik offer the first attempt at an affective framework, referencing different ways 
students of history come to “care” for and about those they study.  I will expand more 
upon this framework in the next section.  They choose to explore “care” and the affective 
part of empathy because, as they put it,  
Empathy without care sounds like an oxymoron.  Why would anyone expend energy 
trying to understand historical perspectives if they had no care or concern for the lives 
and experiences of people in the past?  Care is the motivating force behind nearly all 
historical research, and it shapes our interest in its products. . . without care, we could not 
possibly engage [students] in humanistic studies” (pp. 228-229).   
 
They understand the critical arguments for excluding care in history education research, 
but attest that there are ways to engage with and explore student emotion, and teach 
appropriate emotional boundaries.  Along with Brooks and Endacott, Barton and Levstik 
advocate for the dual-process definition of empathy because they want to expand the 
positive pro-social effects of the history classroom.  They want students to practice 
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historical empathy, learn emotional control, explore perspective taking from multiple 
angles, and achieve temperance in forming well-rounded historical narratives, and then 
apply these skills to the democratic process.  Practicing these skills when studying people 
from the past reinforces the use of these skills in the here-and-now.  If a student learns 
perspective taking and emotional control in the history classroom, they will be better 
equipped to apply these skills when learning to consider and dialogue with people 
different from them in the public domain. Though they see the history classroom as a 
place to train future historians, they also see its potential as a place to strengthen students’ 
ability to engage in the democratic process.  
It is important to note here, though, that although these experts advocate to 
include the emotional and personal components into the definition of historical empathy, 
they offer very little clarity as to how these elements should be a part of the process.  
Specifically, they do not identify precise boundaries that limit the affective/emotional 
portion of historical empathy.  They would agree that a purely sympathetic connection 
with historical agents is dangerous, but they offer little in guarding against this pitfall.  
The studies conducted on the affective aspect of historical empathy acknowledge this 
lack of understanding, and each of them conclude with a call for more research on this 
part of the process so that a sympathetic pitfall can be avoided.   
 
Contending Theoretical Frameworks 
As mentioned, early research on historical empathy began in the 70s and 80s.   
Though recent critiques contest that the research conducted during this time is incomplete 
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because it only explores the cognitive aspects of historical empathy, the early research 
was foundational nonetheless (Barton & Levstick, 2004; Endacott, 2010; Lee & Shemilt, 
2011).  The first framework proposed in this field was from Shemilt (1984).  He proposed 
four “stages” educators can look for to assess a student’s depth of engagement in 
historical empathy. He later added a fifth stage (now called levels) in his 2011 study with 
Lee. However these original “stages” are referenced and drawn from in almost all the 
research that follows (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Gehbach, 2004; Lee & Shemilt, 2011).  
Shemilt’s stages are as follows: 
1. Patronizing – Students start off as “presentists”, reflecting a condescending 
opinion of people in the past.  
2. Stereotyping – Students move toward some level of understanding as to why 
historical characters acted in a certain way, but explain that action through 
sweeping statements, and stereotyping.  
3. Need for reconstruction – Students move into a place of conflict between what 
they originally thought of an historical actor, and a more nuanced and accepting 
understanding based on a broader reality of cultural context.  This stage is 
accompanied by some self-reflection and deconstructing of one’s personal lens.  
4. Revisiting and researching alternative source materials – Students reflect 
historical empathy and greater understanding by acting on this new perspective, 
and searching out more evidence to build a more thorough picture of a past event.  
They do so by trying to gain multiple perspectives on that event.  
Shortly after, and borrowing from Shemilt’s “empathic stages,” Ashby and Lee 
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(1987) developed a framework for historical empathy that ranged five “levels”. These 
levels, similar to Shemilt’s, were named 1) The Divi-Past,(as in the “divided” or a partial 
picture of the past)  2) Generalized Stereotypes, 3) Everyday Empathy, 4) Restricted 
Historical Empathy, and 5) Contextual Historical Empathy.  The major difference in 
these frameworks is in Ashby and Lee’s fifth level.  Shemilt’s historical empathy 
achievement occurred when students realized their perspectives were too narrow, and that 
they needed more sourcing and perspectives to better understand the historical event.  To 
him, the achievement of historical empathy occurred when students’ reflections showed a 
quality of humility.  Ashby and Lee’s framework parallels Shemilt’s in the first of their 
four levels, however they progressed one step further (Table 1.1).  According to Ashby 
and Lee, students achieve historical empathy after returning to gather new source 
materials and developing a newly contextualized historical understanding.   
 
Table 1.1 
Shemilt	  (1984)	  -­‐	  Stages	  
Patronizing	  
Stereotyping	  
Need	  for	  Reconstruction	  
Re-­‐Sourcing	  	  
Ashby	  and	  Lee	  (1987)	  -­‐	  Levels	  
Divi-­‐Past	  
Generalized	  Stereotypes	  
Every	  Day	  Empathy	  
Restricted	  Historical	  Empathy	  Contextual	  Historical	  Empathy	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They agreed that humility was important, but historical empathy should also hope to 
show students how to construct well-rounded historical narratives.  Both of these 
frameworks, though foundational and important to the state of knowledge today, do not 
recognize or explore emotion as part of the historical empathy process.  
 Foster’s 2001 work (noted above to delineated empathy from sympathy) also 
observed and proposed six qualities necessary for historical empathy engagement:  
1. Historical empathy is a process that leads to an understanding and an explanation 
of why people in the past acted as they did; 
2. It involves an appreciation of historical context and chronology in the evaluation 
of past events; 
3. It is reliant upon a thorough analysis and evaluation of historical evidence; 
4. It involves an appreciation of the consequences of actions perpetrated in the past; 
5. It demands an intuitive sense of a past time and a recognition that the past is 
different from the present; 
6. It requires a respect, appreciation, and sensitivity in relation to complex human 
behaviors. 
Foster, an advocate for the purely cognitive definition of historical empathy, is careful to 
avoid any language suggesting the emotive functioning in these six qualities.  Although it 
does not offer any affective insight, it does introduce an important conceptual shift.  
Foster does not see historical empathy as a step-wise, directional process but an 
expression of different “qualities.”  He added the first non-hierarchical concept that 
Barton and Levstik (2004) later adopted.   
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 After 2001, it seemed that the research in the field expanded its scope.  It was this 
year that Sam Wineburg published a landmark book for history educators called 
Historical Thinking and Other Unnatural Acts.  This book broke down how history is 
taught, learned, and practiced by establishing perspective taking, sourcing, and 
corroboration as three necessary pillars of thinking historically.  After his strong case to 
elevate the practice of perspective taking, the scholarship surrounding historical empathy 
began to shift in turn.  Before 2001, the ungrounded conceptual and definitional baggage 
deterred researchers from exploring an affective component of historical empathy.  
However, after 2001, the concept of historical empathy had a newly strengthened 
foundation of “perspective taking” to be embedded within.  Historical empathy became a 
method to enrich a student’s ability to understand the varied perspectives of those who 
lived in the past.  
Then, in 2004, Barton and Levstik’s published their research that drew from 
Shemilt’s (1984) cognitive framework and Foster’s (2001) “qualities” of historical 
empathy, but they added an affective component.  It is at this point in time where the 
body of literature expands to consider emotional engagement in the process of historical 
empathy with empirical studies, rather than theoretical rationales.  In this study, the 
researchers looked intently at students’ processes when engaging in historical empathy, 
and introduced a framework to develop in students of historical empathy (cognitive and 
emotional).  
 Today, Barton and Levstik’s (2004) framework is one of the most widely cited 
works in the field.  To explain their cognitive conceptualization, they applied the 
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knowledge from Shemilt’s “stages” framework with Foster’s (2001) “qualities.”  They 
also included concepts from VanSledright’s (2001) and Blake’s (1994) arguments for 
self-knowledge to their study.  In their updated framework, they call the cognitive 
process “perspective recognition.”  Barton and Levstik argue, that though they borrow 
from the “stages” and “levels” (Ashby & Lee, 1987) frameworks of previous works, they 
think that old terminology is misleading.  Considering Foster’s “qualities,” they posit that 
the word “level” and “stage” connotes a necessary linear sequence toward a singular 
cognitive goal.  They maintain that historical empathy should not be seen as hierarchical 
levels, but instead as “elements that teachers must be aware of and develop in the 
classroom” that promote a number of cognitive competencies (Barton & Levstik, 2004, p. 
209).  By fostering five “elements” (as opposed to moving upward through five levels) 
the history educator is able to build a number of competencies that create better citizens, 
and better historians (see Table 1.2).   
The perspective recognition “elements” and cognitive theoretical framework that 
Barton and Levstik (2004) want to foster to build historical empathy engagement, which 
does not need to occur in a step-wise or linear fashion, is as follows:   
1. Sense of “otherness” – Developing students’ ability to recognize that other 
people’s values and viewpoints might be different from their own.  There are 
other viewpoints that exist.   
2. Shared Normalcy – Students should recognize that the historical figure’s 
thoughts, action, or perspective is not a result of being ignorant or stupid, and that 
the historical agent shares some similarities with the student.   
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Table 1.2 
3. Historical Contextualization – Students grow to explain events of the past in 
terms of the historical values of the time, as well as the pervasive attitudes and 
beliefs, and ground these explanations in evidence.  Students come to understand 
the contextual elements that lead to the actions of historical agents.   
4. Differentiation of Perspectives – Students are able to identify and reflect upon the 
many different beliefs and values that exist at a given time in history.  He or she 
needs to explore different perspectives, even when they are conflicting, to have a 
fuller picture of an event in time.  
5. Contextualization to the Present – This is, to Barton and Levstik, the hardest 
element to promote and encounter with students of history.  Here, students show 
Perspective	  Recognition	  
• Sense	  of	  Otherness	  • Shared	  Normalcy	  • Historical	  Contextualization	  • Recognition	  of	  Multiple	  Perspectives	  • Contextualization	  to	  the	  Present	  
Historical	  Empathy	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signs of deconstructing their own culture, values and beliefs, and are able to 
identify that these things might be influencing their own interpretation of the past.  
One must realize that they too are living in a historical context that needs to be 
evaluated, just as they have evaluated the context and perspectives of their 
historical agents.   
The final cognitive “element” of historical empathy is difficult for history 
teachers to promote, but Barton and Levstik (2004) argue it is one of the most crucial 
elements.  They, like Blake (1994) and VanSeldright (2001) want practitioners to foster 
self-awareness in the development of students’ historical empathy engagement;  
. . . [we think] we just do things the normal way.  Yet if we cannot remove ourselves 
from our beliefs long enough to recognize that these too have been influenced by societal 
factors, then we will never be able to fully entertain the possibility that they are as 
mutable as anyone else’s. (p. 219).   
 
Realizing that one’s own perspective is not purely logical, but also externally influenced 
by cultural and historical factors is a positive outcome of practicing historical empathy.  
Developing humility regarding one’s own perspective is a sub-competency that can be 
gained through historical empathy engagement.  This sub-competency helps students 
participate in a more civil exchange, support a pluralist society, and foster a dialogue that 
would strengthen a democracy.  There is one other important contrast to notice between 
this framework and Shemilt’s (1984) and Ashby and Lee’s (1987). The first “stage” or 
“level” of the other frameworks are phases to quickly move a student beyond.  In Barton 
and Levstik’s “sense of otherness” element, practitioners allow and encourage students to 
keep in mind that they are separate from the historical figures they are studying. To them, 
embedding a “sense of otherness” is necessary in keeping students from over-identifying 
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with historical agents.  “Otherness” is not a stepping-stone to push up and off of, but a 
tool for students to take along their way.  Holding a “sense of otherness” is necessary in 
guarding against students falling into a false sense of sympathy (over-identification) with 
those they are studying.  Though these researchers push back on the step-wise “stages” of 
the purely cognitive frameworks, Barton and Levstik offer little insight as to what extent 
a “sense of otherness” should be present throughout the historical engagement process.   
 
Introducing the Affective Component 
As already mentioned, Barton and Levstik also introduce an affective component 
into the process of historical empathy that is not addressed by Shemilt or Ashby and Lee.  
To them, the affective component is a necessary consideration in the historical empathy 
process.  The affective aspect, like their conceptualization of “perspective recognition” 
(the cognitive part of the process), the affective portion is not necessarily linear.  Also, it 
is important to note that their work is unclear on how an affective component interacts 
with the cognitive element (see Table 1.3).  Barton and Levstik’s (2004) “care” 
framework can be roughly outlined by the following:  
 
1. “Care about”. . . an event in history, and care to learn more about it.  
2. “Care that”. . . some event in history occurred, and that it was right or wrong (they 
would have a moral response). 
3. “Care for”. . . those historical agents affected by specific events, and to manifest a 
desire to help them, though they know they cannot.  
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4. “Care to”. . . apply the lessons of these people to the present, and use that as 
motivation for civic engagement, or “upstanding” behaviors.  
    
Table 1.3 
Their study showed that limited and controlled elements of “care” for historical 
agents (kept within the bounds of evidence) is an indispensable element of historical 
empathy.  Though they expressly articulate that the cognitive conceptualization is not 
necessarily linear, they are vague in offering any process (linear, hierarchical, or neither) 
with regard to their affective framework.  Their “care” framework, though important in 
challenging the field, has not been supported or explored nearly to the extent that the 
cognitive frameworks have been.  For this reason, historical empathy research still has an 
imbalance in knowledge, leaving the assertion of an affective component far less 
investigated.   
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Best Pedagogy 
The literature on the pedagogical practices of historical empathy mirrors the 
timeline of the evolution of the term.  The studies that took place from the 1970s up until 
the early 2000s reflect a focus on developing cognitive skills necessary for historical 
empathy engagement (Yeager & Foster, 1998).  These studies either ignore any affective 
engagement aspect, or advise practitioners on how to avoid it.  Later studies consider 
perspective recognition (cognitive) and care (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Brooks, 2008, 
Endacott, 2010; Kohlmeier, 2006).  Building understanding of the cognitive process 
proved useful, and provided a pedagogical foundation for the more recent studies.  It gave 
researchers who support a dual-process approach to historical empathy a place to start 
when attempting to advance students’ ability in the overall process.  
In one early study, Yeager and Foster (1998) examined the influence of students 
reading from a number of different perspectives.  They wanted to explore how this 
practice affected student grades, and other history related outcomes.  One group in this 
study read about the atomic bomb from a textbook, while the other group was offered 
multiple sources from which to read about this same event.  Each of these sources 
represented a different perspective of the dropping of the atomic bomb.  The students 
who were given multiple sources reflected greater gains in understanding, and a richer 
sense of nuance as to why President Truman made that decision.  Students’ reflections 
showed understanding and complexities that those given just the textbook overlooked.  
The students given the textbook reflected a more shallow, borderline “presentist” view of 
the event.  These students also rarely considered different cultural contexts outside of the 
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American point of view.  The findings from this study posit that perspective taking is 
encouraged when students are encouraged to research documents that reflect a number of 
perspectives.  Also, students who engage in historical empathy must be given sufficient 
access to knowledge of the context surrounding historical events.  It is important to note 
here, though, that these sources must reflect diverse perspectives.  For example, a source 
seeking to offer a non-American perspective on World War II should not be an American 
writer telling the story of the Japanese experience.  Though some practitioners may see 
an archived newspaper clipping and consider this a “primary document” it does not 
provide a direct Japanese perspective. Students should be given authentic source material, 
and encouraged by the educator to consider language, audience, perspective, culture, and 
their own bias when examining evidence.  
Building on that study, Doppen (2000) conducted a study of another group of 
students studying Truman’s decision to drop the atomic bomb.  Students from his sample 
were given multiple sources, and asked to discuss their position on the decision in groups.  
Finally, they had to report their group’s decision, and then reflect individually on their 
thoughts of support or disagreement with Truman on his decision.  One of Doppen’s 
findings was that students defaulted to their own American lens unless the teacher was 
careful in instructing them otherwise (to consider this event from the perspective of a 
Japanese person, for example). Doppen’s work supported the literature defending the 
importance of practitioners providing primary sources, and also for them to direct the 
discussion in a way that has students identify multiple cultural and contextual 
perspectives, including their own cultural lens.  Again, these earlier pedagogical studies 
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did not explore or consider any affective component to their students’ engagement in 
historical empathy.  
Other studies that came after 2001 began to explore perspective taking with a bit 
more openness to considering an affective element to historical empathy.  Some of these 
studies used things like first-person writing activities or in-class debates to observe 
historical empathy outcomes (Brooks, 2008; Kohlmeir, 2006; Jensen, 2008).  These 
activities made allowances for an affective connection between student and historical 
agent.  In Brooks’ (2008) study, she found that asking students to put themselves in the 
place of the historical character under examination by writing and reflect about him/her 
in the first person better enhanced her students’ engagement in historical empathy. She 
concluded that, “the manner in which students are asked to express their historical 
conclusions can significantly encourage or inhibit their display of [historical] empathy.” 
(p. 144).  However, again, an important note about her findings is that her methods 
included students putting themselves in the place of the historical agent as far as the 
evidence would allow.  The methods from her study were careful not to allow students to 
lead this activity with their imagination, but rather lead with the facts.   
The use of debate as a pedagogical practice for teaching historical empathy is 
another theme in the more recent literature.  Both Kohlmeier (2006) and Jensen (2008) 
used this method for teaching historical empathy with positive findings.  Kohlmeier used 
a Socratic Seminar over multiple semesters, with historical empathy and perspective 
recognition as a direct goal in each semester.  Students who participated in this Socratic 
Seminar over multiple, consecutive semesters showed consistent gains in their ability to 
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engage in historical empathy.  Jensen (2008) used debate as well, but in a fifth grade 
classroom setting.  She asked her students to take on the perspectives of Native 
Americans and other groups in a unit about westward expansion.  Again, these more 
recent studies here allowed for a student-historical agent connection that was more 
personal; they had to put themselves in the agents’ place.  This arguably toes the line of 
encouraging sympathy rather than empathy.  However, if a practitioner considers Blake’s 
(1998) view that sympathy is a “stop” students must pass through on their way to 
historical empathy (and that this step necessarily scaffolds the student beyond this 
sympathetic state), then these methods are pedagogically justifiable.  Furthermore, it can 
be argued that because of the lack of affective exploration, these methods are justifiable 
in exploring new affective-inclusive methods.  
Each of the studies mentioned here were cited for Endacott’s (2010) justification for 
his pedagogical framework for teaching historical empathy.  His framework incorporates 
elements of each of these previous studies: relying on the teacher to offer multiple 
sources for teaching historical events, and prompting students to think and reflect from 
different perspectives.  He encourages teachers to consider perspective recognition as 
well as care, but offers necessary checkpoints to cautiously examine how students are 
checking any emotional engagement with the historic material available to them.  
Endacott’s instructional steps for this best-practice framework include:  
1. Introduction – This phase should introduce a historical topic, and gather initial 
reflections and perspectives from students to use later for comparison.  This 
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should include a “confounding” element where students’ presuppositions are 
challenged by factual evidence.   
2. Investigation – This should be an iterative process where the teacher presents 
information and encourages exploration of multiple perspectives and sources that 
the student has not considered.  Teachers should encourage reflection and 
dialogue throughout each iteration, and also urge students to re-evaluate their 
emotional state.  Students should be allowed to emotionally connect, but not 
“wander off” from the bounds of the evidence.  
3. Display – This phase should have the students display what they have learned, 
and also what may be left for them to understand.  
4. Reflection – At this instructional phase, students should compare what they 
thought at the introduction phase with what new perspectives they gained.  Then 
students should be offered different opportunities to consider how and why this 
new knowledge of the content and their process is important to them now.  
  Endacott’s scholarship postulates historical empathy as a dual-process function, 
and his pedagogy reflects this.  What’s more is he has the most recent and cumulative set 
of best-practices in field to date.  For these reasons I used his pedagogical framework as 
the basis for evaluating potential courses to use for this study.  I will explain my sample 
selection in-depth in the next chapter, however these four instructional phases were one 
of the necessary elements I used to evaluate courses for observation in this study.  
Though Barton and Levstik’s (2004) framework on the process of engaging in historical 
empathy will be the theoretical framework used for analyzing my sample’s results, it will 
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be Endacott’s (2010) pedagogy used for determining the best course to study to 
understand the historical empathy process.   
 
Summary  
 The scholarship in the field of historical empathy reflects a need and several calls 
for more research to be done on it, especially an investigation on the process students’ 
undergo when successfully engaging in historical empathy.  The cognitive/perspective 
recognition research greatly outnumbers any research done to explore a potential 
affective component, or how the cognitive and affective interact during the engagement 
process.  The accumulated cognitive knowledge serves as a useful baseline for this study, 
especially exploring historical empathy as a dual-process function.  Suggested 
frameworks require a greater body of scholarly support behind them before they are more 
widely accepted, and they also require more studies that may be able to add to these 
existing frameworks.  Furthermore, the field would benefit from researchers following 
the breadcrumbs left by the evidence of past studies that explore any tangential social and 
emotional gains as a result of practicing historical empathy engagement in the history 
classroom.  	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Chapter 3:  Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter of the dissertation study will explain the methodology used to 
examine the process and various aspects of historical empathy as it is taught in one 
history classroom.  Based on the state of the literature surrounding historical empathy, 
this research study will focus on the primary needs of the field: gaining an overall greater 
in-depth understanding (both cognitively and affectively) of engaging in historical 
empathy and exploring it as a dual-process function.  This study will be grounded in the 
historical empathy framework from Barton and Levstik (2004).  This study will also 
explore the way students respond and develop emotionally and cognitively as they 
practice engaging in historical empathy.  Specific attention will be given to themes found 
in both the most recent literature, as well as frameworks found in earlier studies (Ashby 
& Lee, 1987; Shemilt, 1984). I respond to the call (Endacott, 2010; Endacott & Brooks, 
2013) for more investigation into the competing conceptualizations of historical empathy, 
and for studies that explore students’ progression of thoughts and feelings in the process 
from Endacott (2010) and Brooks (2009).  
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Research Questions 
1. Do the students in this study who engage in historical empathy reflect the 
cognitive progression outlined in the Barton and Levstik (2004) framework?   
2. Do the students who engage in historical empathy reflect the affective growth 
progression outlined in the framework of Barton and Levstik (2004)?  
3. Are there any other themes outside of these frameworks that emerged in this study 
that offer insight into the historical empathy engagement process?  
4. Is there any connection found in students’ ability to engage in historical empathy, 
and their ability to empathize generally and/or take perspective?  
Research Design  
To determine best practices for conducting research in this field, I have conducted 
a thorough study of the literature done under the domain of “Historical Empathy,” (see 
the previous chapter for literature researched). An examination of the literature has led 
me to focus on the most recent studies conducted by Barton and Levstik (2004), Brooks 
(2011), and Endacott (2010).  Endacott’s (2010) best pedagogical practices for teaching 
historical empathy was used as a guide for selecting the sample for this study. Barton and 
Levstik’s (2004) framework provided the guiding framework for evaluating student 
progress in historical empathy engagement. 
Though previous research studies have successfully identified some of the 
elements that are part of the historical empathy process, researchers agree that there is 
more for future studies to uncover.  For this reason, and also based on the methods from 
previous studies, I chose to conduct a mixed-methods study.  A mixed-method study 
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allowed me to explore the process of historical empathy engagement from several 
different angles. An examination of past research studies that explored the process of 
historical empathy engagement suggested an analysis of personal journals and the 
conduction of one-on-one interviews.  These methods are preferred over group and 
classroom dialogue analysis because they offer the most authentic and expository data on 
students’ thought process (Endacott, 2010; Lee & Shemilt, 2011).  In a classroom 
dialogue, students tend to be less vulnerable and honest than they would be in more 
private settings.  These methods, over group and classroom dialogue analysis, would 
offer the most authentic and expository data on students’ process in engaging in historical 
empathy (Endacott, 2010; Lee & Shemilt, 2011).   
In reviewing the existing literature, I had hoped to find a quantitative tool that 
could measure gains/losses in the ability to empathize historically, and implement that 
tool for data that could add to the qualitative data I was collecting.  However, there was 
no such tool.  With no tool available, I explored domains outside of history education.  
Borrowing from the domains of psychology and neurology, I found a valid and reliable 
tool called the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI).  This measure is used to evaluate a 
person’s general empathy levels (Davis, 1980, 1983).  Though, to reiterate, the field of 
empathy and historical empathy are distinct, this tool showed promise in its usefulness to 
this study, especially because the psychological research of Davis (1980, 1983) has 
proved to be informative in other historical empathy studies (Endacott, 2010; Endacott & 
Brooks, 2013).   
Davis’s 27-question IRI survey was also a reasonable tool for use in this study 
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because it combines Likert-scaled scores of four different categories that all contribute to 
one’s ability to empathize generally (Appendix 1 and 2). The tool’s subscales reflect and 
measure the sub-competencies of historical empathy: perspective taking, imagination, 
personal distress, and affective connection (Knight, 1989).  Perspective taking and 
affective connection are two of the sub-competencies that are of particular interest to 
historical empathy researchers.  Also, this tool was helpful because it accounts for and 
measures cognitive and affective components separately.  Having distinct sections of the 
IRI measure cognitive and affective levels helped get at the dual-process functioning of 
historical empathy.  More about this tool and its relevance will be explained below in the 
“Data Collection” section.  
Finally, in researching best practices for exploring students’ process of historical 
empathy engagement, my study used the interviews and journal analysis as part of the 
qualitative methods.  Journals theoretically offered a source of data that would reflect 
students’ unedited day-to-day thoughts (their process in real-time).  As found by Endacott 
(2010), interviews offered a good opportunity to ask students to explain their thoughts 
and feelings on any given question without the social pressure or time constraints of the 
classroom environment.  
 
 Population 
There were four criteria used to determine the sample for this study, taken in the 
following order.  First, the observed classroom had to adhere to the best pedagogical 
practices found for facilitating student engagement in historical empathy as outlined by 
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Endacott (2010).  Second, the class had to have been led by a veteran Social Studies 
teacher (5+ years experience) who has practice in promoting historical empathy in his/her 
classroom.  Third, the student sample should be made up of high school age students, 
preferably above the age of 16.  Though this was not necessary, the literature reflects 
contradictory findings regarding students’ ability to engage in historical empathy before 
the age of 15 (Ashby & Lee, 2001; Barton & Levstik, 2004; Davis, 2001; Dulberg, 2002).  
To avoid any potential methodological criticisms on this point, I thought it best to find a 
sample of students between the ages of 16-18.  Finally, I wanted a middle-income, 
middle-performing public high school. 
To meet my primary criteria of finding the right teacher who followed the most 
recent best practices, I contacted the organization Facing History and Ourselves (FHAO).  
FHAO, based in Brookline, MA, is an education organization with the following mission 
statement:  
Facing History and Ourselves is an international educational and professional 
development organization whose mission is to engage students of diverse backgrounds in 
an examination of racism, prejudice, and anti-semitism in order to promote the 
development of a more humane and informed citizenry.  By studying the historical 
development of the Holocaust and other examples of genocide, students make the 
essential connection between history and the moral choices they confront in their own 
lives (Facing History and Ourselves Webpage, 2015).   
This organization is 35 years old, and works with over 90,000 educators worldwide.  The 
organization both creates curriculum, and works with teachers to support their work in 
the classroom.  FHAO is also considered a leader in social/emotional education, as well 
as in history education (Goldsborough, 2001; Riley, 1998).  It has one of the largest, most 
connected history teacher networks in New England (Riley, 1998).  Most importantly, 
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FHAO is one of the few organizations that understands, supports and promotes the 
teaching of historical empathy (ibid).  Because of their understanding of historical 
empathy, and their vast network of New England educators, they were an ideal 
organization to offer suggestions for a teacher that would be useful for this study’s needs.  
The Director of Teacher Outreach at FHAO ultimately offered her preference of a veteran 
teacher to participate in this study, Ms. Burns.  Burns’ classes follow current frameworks 
for historical empathy, and met the criteria for the study.   
Finally, when choosing my sample, I wanted the population to be from a middle 
class district that was performing on par with national standards.  Given that the body of 
research is small for this topic, I did not want to observe a student body in a school with 
outlying performance or income level.  Ms. Burn’s school fit those criteria as well, as it is 
a predominately white, middle class school in a suburb of Boston, whose academic 
record is on par with the average national standards.  
Recruitment  
FHAO offered the description of several of the teachers that they work with in the 
area who were working on developing historical empathy in their Social Studies 
classrooms.  Given the purpose of my study, FHAO’s first choice for a cooperating 
teacher (Burns) was an ideal place to start.  Burns teaches in Northborough, MA at a 
public high school called Algonquin Regional High School.  Following the 
recommendation of FHAO, I contacted Britney Burns via email.  
In the email to Burns I briefly described the study and asked her to meet in person 
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to go over the purpose, scope, and specific study details. Burns responded promptly, and 
we met at her school, where I went over the details and scope of the study.  I presented to 
her the pre- and post-test I hoped to administer to her students (IRI Appendix 1 and 2), as 
well as the sample interview questions that I intended to ask in the semi-structured 
interviews (Appendix 5 and 7).  I also gave her a version of the consent form I hoped to 
use to gain consent (Appendix 4).  She shared with me the enrollment statistics for the 
fall, 2014 class; 18 total students in their junior and senior years, with a break down of 14 
girls and 4 boys.  This sample of enrolled students fit the needs of the study, as did the 
demographic and course content for Burns’ Holocaust and Human Behavior class.  Burns 
agreed to allow me in her classroom as a researcher, pending the approval of her 
principal.  
Next, Burns put me in contact with her school’s principal, and arranged a meeting 
between us.  During that meeting, I explained the study to the principal, including the 
minimal risks and benefits of the study.  He agreed, pending a background check and 
proper consent from parents.  He was extremely supportive of my research effort.    
Later on in the study, it became clear that the data would not be fully saturated 
from the fall semester sample alone, and I petitioned to extend the study.  The principal 
and Ms. Burns both agreed to extend the study and to include the students enrolled for the 
spring 2015 Holocaust and Human Behavior class.  That class had 17 enrolled junior and 
senior students, four boys and 13 girls.  The same syllabus was used for this class as was 
for the previous class (Appendix 3).  Consent was gained in the same manner it was 
gained for the first semester sample, as outlined in the next section. The total student 
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sample from both semesters was 27 girls and 8 boys.  
 
Gaining Consent  
Given the age of the students (16-18) and the nature of the project, I only needed 
to gain assent from students.  Parental consent was waved by the IRB for this study, but 
the cooperating teacher, principal and myself agreed to gain parental consent anyway, 
just to keep parents as informed and comfortable as possible.  Both student assent forms 
and parent consent forms were collected, and students were informed about the study on 
the first day of class.  The same procedure was followed for the second semester students 
who would also take part in the study at the onset of the spring semester.  All participants 
agreed to take part in the study, which consisted of class observation and audio recording, 
a pre- and post-test (IRI), one-on-one interviews with the researcher (Appendix 5), and 
through sharing their homework (see syllabus in Appendix 3) and journals for analysis 
(Appendix 8).  Furthermore, four of the first semester students consented to be 
interviewed after they had finished the Holocaust and Human Behavior course in the 
spring of 2015 (questions for those interviews can be found in Appendix 7).  These 
interviews were designed to gain insight into these students’ longer-term learning and 
reflections after they had finished the class and moved on to another history class.  
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Data Collection 
Class Observations and Recording 
I embedded myself in the classroom each day the course was taught (four times 
per week) as a non-participating observer.  During this time I audio recorded the class, 
took anecdotal notes about student and teacher talk, non-verbal interactions, and general 
classroom visual observations. Pictures of the days’ classroom visuals were also 
recorded.  
 
Journal Collection 
As part of the course requirement as reflected in the Unit Plan (Appendix 3), each 
student was required to keep a personal journal.  Burns collected these journals each 
week as part of the students’ course grade.  Each day’s lesson for the class was 
accompanied with a journal prompt that asked the student to reflect on an issue from 
class or a connection with the material, to recall facts from a previous lesson, or to 
comment on other related course content.  The journal prompts can be found in Appendix 
8.  Many students used their journals for note taking as well.  All the contents of the 
journals were examined for their usefulness in the analysis.  
The journal portion of data collection was important for this research because the 
journals offered an opportunity for insight into students’ thought processes as they were 
introduced to new course content.  Theoretically, the journal reflections would offer more 
insight into their more intimate reflections.  Students’ journals were kept confidential, 
with access given only to the teacher and myself.  Students’ journals not only gave me 
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real-time data and insight into their emotions and private thoughts, but it gave access to 
these thoughts without a social filter.  Many of their journals reflected insights, emotions, 
thoughts, and data points that students did not share in the whole-class or interview 
setting.  It also allowed insight into their thought process, instead of just the product of 
their reflection after students had time to make conclusions, or edit their thoughts for 
classroom discussion. 
 
Interviews 
Data from semi-structured interviews were gathered from a total of 14 students, 
seven from each semester.  This sub-sample was selected based on the results of students’ 
IRI pre-test results.  The students who clustered around the mean of “normal” range of 
the tool were chosen for a deeper analysis in this study.  The teacher interviews were 
semi-structured as well; in total, six interviews were conducted with Ms. Burns. These 
interviews occurred depending on her availability.  All student interviews were in- 
person, and lasted anywhere form 10-20 minutes in length.  The interviews were 
conducted in a private but windowed room adjacent to the classroom where the course 
was held. Interviews with the teacher took place in her classroom after her students had 
left the room.  The semi-structured format allowed me to ask questions (Appendix 5 and 
7), but also allowed me to ask for clarity and/or further explanation of their answers; this 
is an element that journals did not offer.  Though I used the pre-written questions as a 
guide and check list, I also asked students to elaborate in various parts based on their 
answers, as suggested by the literature (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Brooks, 2011).  This 
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allowed students to take tangents, connecting what they were learning in class to their 
life, or to connect their thoughts on the class to other things they had/were learning.     
Next, interviews were conducted with four students from the first semester during 
their spring semester (after they had completed the course).  The four students who took 
part in these interviews were from the smaller sub-sample of students that I interviewed 
with during the first semester.  Although I had hoped to re-interview all seven students 
from the 1st semester sub-sample, only four of those seven students responded to my 
request for a follow-up interview.  I had hoped that the perspective from these students 
several months after their course had concluded, and while they were taking another 
Social Studies class, would provide yet another data point and perspective to add to the 
richness of the data.  Though the constraints of this study did not allow for a longevity 
study, this data point was an attempt to offer insight into the longer-term effects of 
practicing historical empathy that some experts have called for (Barton & Levstik, 2004; 
Brooks, 2011; Endacott, 2011).  Each interview lasted between 10-15 minutes, and was 
conducted in a private room adjacent to Ms. Burns’ classroom during students’ 
lunchtime. The interviews were audio recorded and notes were recorded.   
 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Pre- and Post- Test) 
The Interpersonal Reactivity Index, or the IRI (Appendix 1 and 2), is a validated 
and reliable tool that measures general empathy (Davis, 1980, 1987; Davis, 1990; 
Gutsell, 2012).  This tool is comprised of 27 questions, each of which falls into one of 
four subscales (see Table 2.1).  Though general empathy and historical empathy are 
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distinct, and have not been clinically linked, this was the best tool available to achieve the 
purposes of this study for several reasons.  First, this tool was useful in narrowing down 
the study participants and in identifying the student sub-sample I would use to look at in 
greater depth.  By using a general empathy measurement, and then looking into the tool’s 
subscale results, I was able to identify students who tested in the “normal” empathy 
range, as defined by the tool.  By choosing students who registered in the “normal” 
empathic levels I was able to exclude students who were perhaps less able to empathize, 
or those who were naturally inclined toward empathic connections.   
 
Table 2.1:  Interpersonal Reactivity Index Empathy Subscales 
What’s more, I was able to use the tool’s subscale of “perspective taking” to 
identify students who were outliers in this skill as well.  Narrowing the larger student 
sample in this way would increase the generalizability of my results.  Second, the tool 
Empathy	  Subscales	  According	  to	  the	  IRI	  Cognitive	  Measures	  	  
Imagination	   Perspective	  Taking	  
Affective	  Subscales	  
Affective	  Connection	   Personal	  Distress	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was helpful because there is no existing tool that measures historical empathy.  Thirdly, 
this tool acknowledges and measures an affective and cognitive component of general 
empathy separately.  Its breakdown of the cognitive and affective aspects allows for 
greater specificity when examining results.  Because this tool recognizes and separately 
measures empathy as a dual-process function, it might have offered insight to historical 
empathy’s cognitive and affective functions.  
 I used the IRI initially as a winnowing tool to select the smaller sub-sample of 14 
from the full sample of 35 students for more in-depth analysis (journals, homework, and 
interviews).  It was necessary to find a manageable sub-sample because the time 
limitations of this study did not allow for full qualitative analysis of all 35 students.  The 
pre-test of the IRI offered a non-biased way to choose that sub-sample.  The sub-sample 
that was selected were the students who clustered around the class’s mean score.  Again, 
although general empathy and historical empathy are distinct disciplines, the sample that 
I needed for this study needed to exclude students who are empathic savants, or who are 
on the autism spectrum (the IRI is often used to identify individuals who are on the 
autism spectrum, as lack of empathy is a common symptom of autism).  Furthermore, this 
tool identifies “perspective taking” as a subscale that contributes to one’s ability to 
generally empathize.  Considering perspective taking is a vital part of the historical 
empathy process, the pre-IRI test results enabled me to winnow out students who were 
outliers in their ability to “perspective take.” The tool allowed the sub-sample to exclude 
outliers in these two areas, and gave a statistical delineation for selection into the sub-
sample.  
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Though the primary purposes of the IRI was to narrow the sample, I also 
administered it to both classes on their last day of the semester.  This final step of data 
collection was done to observe if there are any further findings that might be of interest 
relating to the varying results of the pre- and post-IRI.   This final step might offer 
information that could contribute to Research Question 4: Is there any connection found 
in students’ ability to engage in historical empathy, and their ability to empathize 
generally? 
 
Data Analysis 
Analyzing of the IRI: Stage One 
The IRI tool is comprised of 27 questions, each loading to a different subscale (as 
shown in Appendix 1 and Table 2.1).  Each student’s results from that 27-question survey 
was recorded, and their individual sum score was totaled.  Their individual subscale 
scores were also recorded.  The first semester students’ scores were combined to find the 
mean of the entire class, as well as the means for each of the subscale items.  The mean 
of the first semester class was recorded, and compared against each individual in the 
sample.  The students who’s sum score, and “perspective taking” score were closest to 
the mean of the class was recorded and approached to take part in the more in-depth 
portion of the study.  
  
	  	  
	  
47 
Qualitative Coding: Stage One 
The seven students chosen for qualitative analysis from the first semester were 
interviewed three times each: once at the beginning of the semester, once at mid-term, 
and once right before their course final.  These interviews were conducted in a semi-
structured format, and anecdotal observations were also noted.  Audio was recorded for 
the interviews, and then transcribed.  The interview data along with the corresponding 
journals, course dialogue, homework, and course work were combined to undergo 
analysis. 
Themes and categories were determined in two ways for all the students.  First the 
themes that emerged were organized under each research question that theme related to 
(for example, themes that emerged that related to students’ cognitive engagement in 
historical empathy were collected and organized under the framework expressed in 
Question 1.  The next level of analysis was to identify any additional codes that did not fit 
into the pre-determined categories found in the literature.  
 
Analyzing of the IRI: Stage Two 
 A series of statistical analysis were conducted to explore any measured change in 
students’ ability to empathize generally as the result of this class.  First, a paired samples 
T-test was conducted comparing the results of the IRI between the first semester pre- and 
post-test.  The same was done for the second semester sample, as well as for the sample 
as a whole.  Next, I conducted a paired samples T-test comparing the pre- and post-test 
results of the “perspective taking” subscale for the first semester of students.  I conducted 
	  	  
	  
48 
the same test for the second semester students, and for the sample as a whole as well.   
Next, an ANCOVA was run comparing the pre-tests and post-tests from the first and 
second semesters to see if there was any measurable difference in IRI test results between 
the two separate samples.   
 
Qualitative Coding:  Stage Two 
The second round of coding re-examined the initial qualitative data as well as the 
second round of IRI analysis.  This was done to identify any significant patterns that 
emerged since the first round of coding. After constructing a framework of what the data 
revealed, I went back to the interviews to inspect any additional themes or codes that 
emerged, but that were not necessarily related to the theoretical framework I was working 
from.   
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Chapter 4:  Results 
Research Question 1: Does engagement in historical empathy support the cognitive 
framework of Barton and Levstik (2004)?   	  
One source of data relevant to answering this question was the student journals 
from the first semester class.  Students wrote in these journals daily, and only the teacher 
and myself saw them. It was my hope that the daily entries in a journal would offer 
students’ real-time reflections on the course material as they were encountering it.  In 
addition the semi-private nature of their reflections would allow for greater vulnerability 
and honesty on the part of the student.   
The first finding from the journals revealed that students’ instances of 
commenting on historical characters with a condescending “sense of otherness” was high 
early on in the semester, and decreased over time.  This aligned with the earlier cognitive 
framework of Ashby and Lee (1987) and Shemilt (1984). Shemilt’s (1984) “Stage 1” or 
Ashby and Lee’s (1987) “Level 1” state that early on, students of historical empathy are 
dismissive of a historical agent’s behavior and show signs of “presentism.”  Students will 
approach historical agents as separate from them in that they were less intelligent and/or 
more primitive.  To these researchers, this is a rudimentary phase of historical empathy to 
move a student past, and should diminish as students’ abilities to engage in historical 
empathy increase.  Barton and Levstik’s cognitive framework, on the other hand, is non-
hierarchical.  Barton and Levstik see the “sense of otherness” as a vital building block 
that must be fostered.  They comment very little on whether this “element” should 
increase or decrease with time and practice in historical empathy.  When students’ 
comments reflect a “sense of otherness,” according to Barton and Levstik, they are 
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recognizing that people from the past are separate from them; they made different 
decisions and acted in ways they would not act (Barton & Levstick, 2004; Lee & Shemilt, 
2011).  To them, this separateness is not necessarily an immature and/or rudimentary 
phase to advance students beyond.  Their framework suggests that students should 
continue to maintain a boundary between themself and the historical figure they are 
studying.  This is what they mean by “sense of otherness” being an “element” and not a 
progressive “phase,” as the earlier frameworks suggest (Ashby & Lee, 1987; Barton & 
Levstik, 2004; Shemilt, 1984).  This “element” is an important thing for students to 
maintain throughout the historical process.  For this sample, students’ journal comments 
reflected a “sense of otherness” as described by Barton and Levstik’s framework, but 
their early comments were accompanied with the condescending presentism that are 
found in Ashby and Lee’s (1987) first “level” and Shemilt’s (1984) primary “stage.”  
Although instances of students’ journal comments reflecting a “sense of 
otherness” went down over time, some “sense of otherness” comments were still detected 
towards their final journal entries.  However, the quality and maturity of these “sense of 
otherness” comments changed qualitatively.  Their comments, though maintaining a 
boundary between them and the historical figure, were not condescending in nature.  
Instead, there was a detectable increase in their level of respect.  For example, in one of 
the first journal prompts at the beginning of the semester, the students were prompted to 
write about what they knew about the Nazi party.  One student wrote,  
The Nazi’s were made up of lots of racists.  Some of them were not all pure evil but a lot 
of them were.  Some were just not that smart and got caught up in the hype.  They should 
have thought about what they were doing to other people, and how bad the things were 
that the Nazi’s wanted to do. 
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In another student journal response for the same prompt a student wrote,  
I know and have learned about how racist and crazy Hitler was, but also he was a 
charismatic leader.  Still though I know he made the followers stand for hours listening to 
his speeches. . . I don’t know if there were that many other crazy people in Germany at 
that time, but we at least can say there were a huge number of racists and I know this is 
an example in history where we can show how evil racism is.  I just don’t feel like now 
we would stand and listen to anything for that long.  
 
In the seven (7) journals coded, each student had at least one statement similar to these 
examples for this journal prompt.  What is evident in these two examples, as well as in 
the other journal entries, is that students used condescending and hyperbolic language to 
describe how they considered the Nazi party as separate from them.  Language like this 
connotes the historical subject is intrinsically different and alien to “us” now.  Terms like, 
“crazy,” “dumb,” “racist,” and “evil” were regular descriptive terms in answering this 
question.  None of the seven students offered evidence or facts to support their 
“knowledge” of the Nazis being “crazy” or “racists.”  In three (3) of the seven (7) 
students’ journals, they simply reiterated their disgust of the Nazi’s two or three times, 
again without siting evidence, assuming the self-evident nature of these thoughts.   
Though this was a common finding in the journal entries during the first month of 
the class, evidence of a “sense of otherness,” and Level 1 thinking decreased in all seven 
of the sample student journals as the course went on. (See Table 3.1.)  
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Table 3.1 
 
As soon as mid-October, the first student quoted above reflected a shift when she wrote 
the following in her journal: “I didn’t and don’t know how these normal people got so 
caught up in propaganda.”  For this same student who called the Nazi sympathizers, “not 
smart and caught up in the hype,” to later call them “normal people” reflects a subtle shift 
in connection to the historical agents, and one marked by the literature as significant.  
Another student who showed a condescending “sense of otherness” in her early journal 
entries wrote the following two months later: “It was evil what they did, and now its like 
something they didn’t understand like we can now.”  She makes a distinction between the 
behavior being evil, instead of the people being evil.  This subtle shift is evidence of a 
greater understanding of a “shared humanity” between her and the historical subject, 
while still maintaining that the historical figure is “other” than her; she maintains a 
boundary, or “sense of otherness.”  This shift was present in five (5) of the other students’ 
journals for this prompt as well. 	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In addition, the data from the journals showed that all seven (7) students’ 
cognitive engagement with historical empathy increased in complexity and maturity over 
time.  As the course went on, students referred to the historical subjects with a “shared 
normalcy”, and they also referred to the historical context of the historical agent. This 
reflects a progression on the continuum of Shemilt (1984), and Ashby and Lee (1987), 
from patronizing to sympathizing.  This also aligns with an “element” from Barton and 
Levstik’s work (2004): “shared normalcy”.  Students recognized the perspectives of 
multiple people for the same event, and were also able to contextualize the event to the 
present (Table 3.2).  According to Barton and Levstik’s (2004) framework, the increases 
in these elements found in the students’ entries (and Table 3.2) are indications of 
students’ growth in their cognitive engagement in historical empathy.    
	  
Table 3.2 
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As stated above, all seven students shifted from dismissive and condescending 
language, to language that reflected that they had a shared humanity, or “normalcy” with 
the historical agents.  For example, one student who wrote about the Nazi’s “falling for 
brainwashing,” early on in the class wrote this in her journal on November 18, 2014: 
Looking at the children’s books today and how they showed Jews to be you see how 
young [they] were given messages about Jews being scary and almost like monsters out 
to scare little kids.  It would be hard for me to get over my fear of Jews if I were a little 
kid then and shown these pictures.  I don’t know why someone made a book like this to 
scare little kids, but maybe they were scared of Jews too as a little kid.  I wonder if we’ll 
get a chance to learn farther back to see why adults thought this was a good book to show 
kids? 
 
This entry shows the student connecting the circumstances of a child brought up in a 
Nazi-sympathizing family to her as a child (“It would be hard for me to get over my fear 
of Jews. . .”).  This reflects that she sees that there are commonalities between those 
children and herself (shared normalcy).  Next, she offers a comment reflecting her ability 
to contextualize the experience of Nazi children; “[they] were given messages about Jews 
being scary. . . ”   She also reflects a “recognition of multiple perspectives” in her 
curiosity about the parents who bought and read these books to their children; “. . . I 
wonder if we’ll get a chance to learn farther back to see why adults thought this was a 
good book to show kids?”  This statement reflects her awareness that the parents who 
bought that book had a perspective as well, and that it is a perspective she does not yet 
understand.   
 Another student wrote on November 25, 2014:  
I thought the movie was interesting to watch because you saw the people you thought 
were going to be good guys at the beginning of the movie end up joining the Nazi party 
and supporting them.  It was good to help me know how they started out as good, normal 
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people and how they more slowly changed over time.  It made me wonder what we are 
maybe believing that is bad because of propaganda.   
 
Again, this excerpt shows a sense of “shared normalcy,” a recognition of the historical 
agent’s perspective, and a “connection to the present.”  Journal entries that contained 
statements like these increased as the course progressed from only one statement found 
out of all seven of the journals, to 16 statements of “shared normalcy” from those same 
seven journals found in the responses to the class’s last journal prompt. (See Table 3.2).	  	   
Although the results from the journals data source do support the cognitive 
literature from Barton and Levstik (2004), as well as Ashby and Lee (1987) and Shemilt 
(1984), the journals did not offer data that was as rich as expected.  While students did 
write in their journals each day of class, most of the journal prompts asked students to 
recall facts from the lecture or readings that day rather than asking them to share their 
personal thoughts and feelings.  There were only 13 occasions (18% of the journal 
prompts) during the course of the semester where the teacher asked students to write their 
personal reflection and/or personal connection (cognitive connections or emotional 
connections) to the day’s material.  All other entries were answering prompts for fact 
recall, and those entries offered little insight into students’ cognitive processes in 
historical empathy, and almost no insight at all into their emotional process.  It was 
extremely rare for a student to comment in their journals about their emotional response 
to the material.  In all of the seven students’ entries, there were, on average, only 3-4 
words written expressing emotional expression.  Furthermore, these journal entries were 
not long enough to express nuanced or complicated thoughts and feelings.  Each entry 
averaged about a half to one full hand-written page.  
	  	  
	  
56 
Because the journals did not produce data that could offer more definitive 
evidence, I opted not to transcribe and code the journals from the second semester.  
Results from an ANCOVA (which will be explained in greater depth later on in this 
chapter) comparing the IRI results from the first semester and the second semester 
revealed that there was no measurable difference between data collected from the first 
semester and the second semester (p = .058).  This ANCOVA gave further evidence that 
student gains in perspective taking or general empathy were no different between the first 
and the second semester, which helped confirm that further analysis of the second 
semester journals would most likely not yield unique insight.  Given this ANCOVA 
result, and due to the weak data found in the journals, I did not analyze the second 
semester journal data.  Even though this data was not as rich as I had hoped, these results 
from the student journal data do support the cognitive framework of Barton and Levstik 
(2004), and earlier literature of the field (Ashby & Lee, 1987; Shemilt, 1984).  However, 
they offered little to no insight on the students’ affective process, or any other research 
question in this study.  Data collected from classroom observations did not offer 
additional insight into the students’ gains or process in engaging in historical empathy 
either.  Though they were vital to the research process in understanding the tone and 
teaching techniques used by the teacher, the data collected from this source was not 
useful in answering this research question.  For this reason, this study’s results will focus 
on the data taken from the student interviews from both the first and second semester 
samples.     
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Research Question 2:  Does engagement in historical empathy support the cognitive 
and/or affective framework of Barton and Levstik (2004)?   
 
 The data collected from the journals offered some insight into the answer to the 
cognitive component of this question, but not enough to determine the affective aspect of 
historical empathy engagement.  However, the student interviews were a source of data 
that offered insight into both the cognitive and affective processes of engaging in 
historical empathy, and proved to be the richest source of data for this study.  Interviews 
were conducted with 14 students (seven from the first semester and seven from the 
second semester) at the beginning, middle, and end of both the first and second 
semesters.  There was one additional interview conducted with four of the first semester 
students that took place three months after their course had concluded.  These four 
interviews post-course did not offer insight to the study’s research questions.  Though 
they were used in the data analysis, having only four interviews did not give substantive 
information to report.  For future studies, however, I do suggest using this method, but 
necessarily including all subjects that were studied throughout the course duration.  
Following the complete sample post-class will offer insight in how students integrate 
their new knowledge into their continued learning in other Social Studies classes.  All the 
interviews were semi-structured interviews conducted in a private room, and each lasted 
15-30 minutes.  
 The first finding from these interviews were that students followed a trajectory 
similar to what was found in the journal data with regard to their cognitive engagement 
with the course material.  Initial interviews showed all 14 students expressed some 
sentiment that reflected a condescending “sense of otherness,” or Level 1 thinking.  
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These instances decreased by 33% in the second round interviews, and then 58% by the 
third interview.  Furthermore, the comments reflecting a “sense of otherness” in the third 
interviews were qualitatively different than those in the first interviews in that they 
lacked condescension and presentism.  Four examples of different students’ “sense of 
otherness” reflected in their first interviews are:   
Student 1:  “Like, some things I knew about the Holocaust and Hitler are that he’s like 
this crazy guy who only really liked white people and convinced everyone to hate Jewish 
people.  I don’t know how he did that to [the Germans].  I know there were these 
concentration camps where he sent people to get murdered and stuff.”   
 
Student 2:  “I know then people [around the world] let holocausts and genocides happen 
then and that it was the first one that they put the people on trial for.  That’s I guess how 
they handled mass murderers then, but honestly I don’t see how people back then could 
know about what was happening and not do something.  I mean they had news and stuff.  
I know people knew about it.  It just seems crazy to me.”  
 
Student 3:  “Yeah, it happened then, but it’s not been that crazy since then, like that big 
or violent . . . We kinda talked about stuff with the Native Americans and what happened 
with them but that wasn’t the same.  I mean the numbers and everything were so much 
less and it wasn’t like such an organized thing from the whole country! The Nazi’s were a 
different kind of thing.   
 
Student 4:  I guess I didn’t know much before this class except for the stuff about World 
War II and how the Germans were a big part of that, and the world wanted to stop them 
because they were taking over everything and wanted to take over the world. . . I guess I 
know that Hitler was a mad man who was power hungry and like evil.  Oh!  And I 
remember he was in jail at one point.  They should have known things weren’t going to 
go well when they put a criminal in charge and made him president or whatever it was.   
 
Each of these students made sweeping generalizations, referencing the Nazi’s or 
“them” with condescending language; “He was like this crazy guy,” “honestly I don’t 
understand how people back then could know about what was happening and not do 
something,” “The Nazi’s were a different kind of thing,” “They should have known 
	  	  
	  
59 
things weren’t going to go well. . .”  Furthermore, in each of these four (4) cases, when 
asked to explain how they knew these things they simply cited their previous history 
class.  10 out of the 14 students interviewed referenced a World History class they took 
either one or two years prior as their source of knowledge.  The other four (4) referenced 
their source of knowledge being either the book Diary of Ann Frank, or the book Night.  
None of the 14 students, when asked in the first interview how they knew what they 
knew, cited evidence or factual support;  
Me:  How do you know these things about the Nazi’s? 
Student 2:  I remember it from my old history class.  We talked about World War II and 
stuff.  
Student 7:  I have some Jewish friends so I remembered that part from history class.  
 
Instances like these that reflect a condescending “sense of otherness” decreased over time 
in both semesters (Table 3.3; Table 3.4). 
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Table 3.4 
As these tables show, students’ comments that reflected a “sense of otherness” was an 
element that was present at first, and then decreased.  This supports Ashby and Lee’s 
(1987) and Shemilt’s (1984) cognitive framework that as students reflect a “sense of 
otherness” as a foundational place, many students start engaging in historical empathy.  It 
also supports that patronizing language should decrease over time (Ashby & Lee, 1987; 
Shemilt, 1984).    
 Similarly, the first round interviews also reflected students’ emotional connection 
to the historical subjects, or lack thereof.  Though, in these initial interviews, all 14 
students reflected an emotional detachment from the subject, and ten (10) of the 14 
reflected a sense that they knew they should care about this issue.   
Student 3:  I know it is really important to know about the Holocaust, and that it is a huge 
deal in history. . . I guess I know why it is a big deal because of the numbers and stuff 
and that we don’t want it to happen again, and of course I don’t want to let it happen 
again, but I’m not sure what else there is to really understand.  I mean, did more people 
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die there than in wars?  It feels more important to learn about for some reason.  You can 
tell the way people talk about it that it is an important thing that more people should 
know about.  
 
Student 8:  I read the Anne Frank book when I was younger and I remember thinking it 
was really sad.  I think it is an important book for kids to read, because we should be sad 
about kids who died in the Holocaust.  People should be more sad about all the kids who 
have to deal with war.  It is important for us to know more about human rights stuff so 
that we care more about it.   
 
Student 6:  I’m really involved in my church and stuff, and one of the things we talk 
about in youth group is that you should care about people who are being [persecuted].  
And this is like the biggest example.  So I know it is important for me to learn about.  I 
want to be a person who grows up to care about things like this.    
 
All three of these examples reflect the reoccurring theme of a desire to care about the 
content of this course, which then in turn suggests that they do not yet “care.”  Students 
are not yet emotionally engaged with the historical topic and/or subject.  As one student 
put it, she, “wanted to understand deeper than the numbers.”   
This desire to care about what happened in the Holocaust directly reflects the 
primary affective stage Barton and Levstik (2004) refer to as, “caring about.”  Though 10 
of the 14 students gave multiple direct statements (like the ones quoted above) that 
express their desire to care more about the Holocaust, I would argue that all 14 students 
“cared about” the Holocaust, as evident by their voluntary participation in this elective 
class.  In Baron and Levstik’s words, “Their choices inevitably represent commitments, 
interests, and purposes beyond practicing the skills of a historian. . . [they choose to] 
study what intrigues them, what they consider significant–what they care about,” (p. 
232). 
 Over time, students’ interview comments reflecting a vague “caring about” 
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historical agents became less frequent.  Their comments reflecting that they were 
“separate” from the historical agent (“sense of otherness”) were less frequent as well.  
However, the frequency of the other cognitive and affective themes from the literature 
increased as the course progressed; shared normalcy, historical contextualization, 
recognition of multiple perspectives, contextualization to the present; caring that, caring 
for, caring to (See Tables 3.5 and 3.6.)  The data from the student interviews supports 
what was found in the journal data with regard to students’ increased engagement in 
cognitive historical empathy, but this source of data also reflected insight into students’ 
historical empathy and emotional engagement.  Students, while decreasing instances of 
“othering” over time, showed increases in their understanding of a “shared normalcy”, 
their ability to “historically contextualize,” their “recognition of multiple perspective,” 
and their “contextualization to the present.”  For example, student 4 who was quoted 
above from her first interview said the following in her third interview:  
I know now that Hitler was an artist and I am an artist.  He was rejected from art school 
and that makes me think he probably didn’t get to express himself the way he wanted to 
artistically.  I know there have been times when I wasn’t drawing or acting, and in those 
times I got really depressed and acted out.  I mean, I don’t want to let him off the hook or 
something, but I was thinking about if that would be a factor to consider as to why he felt 
and acted the way he did.  I wonder if there were as many opportunities for artists then?  
It made me think about today and maybe arts education is even more important than we 
think it is.  What if people who were creative couldn’t create.  I mean I want to help them 
so they can, because of how important I see that it is to me and my own, like, overall. . . 
health! . . . I know for me it helps me not go crazy, maybe it can help other people or 
something.  I mean, who knows, and you can never say for sure, but maybe art school 
could have made Hitler take a different. . . way or something. 
 
In this quote, student 4 makes a connection between the historical agent and herself, 
reflecting her understanding of their “shared normalcy”, or in other words, their shared 
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humanity.  She considered the historical context (“I wonder if there were as many 
opportunities for artists then?”), and contextualized Hitler’s situation to the present (“It 
made me think about today and maybe arts education is even more important than we 
think it is”).  When the same student was asked to support why she thought this, she 
paused and then replied,  
I guess I think back to those kids books we saw too.  I mean, artists drew those too.  It 
was an opportunity for them to create.  And we saw all those pictures from the 
propaganda which were drawings and cartoons, too.  I guess there were more 
opportunities to create if you joined the Nazi’s.     
 
This student gave nuanced factual evidence from another source they had studied in class 
to support her connections and considerations about Hitler.   When she was asked to 
expand or explain her comments in an earlier interview she did not offer evidence.  She 
merely reiterated what she had said at first (a response that was equivalent to, “Just 
because. . .”  This growth in depth of engagement in cognitive historical empathy was 
true throughout the sample. (See Table 3.5).   
 Students’ cognitive engagement in historical empathy increased according to the 
literature (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Shemilt, 1984), but also just as student 4’s example 
shows, their progress was richer than can be reflected in the numerical instances of 
statements that reflect Barton and Levstik’s (2004) “elements.”  Students went from 
explaining their understanding as true “just because,” to connecting evidence from other 
readings, videos, or live experiences.  They learned how to support their claims with 
evidence.   
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Table 3.5 
The example from student 4 is also useful in examining the affective progression of 
students as they continue to practice engagement in historical empathy.  In her first 
interview, she reflected feelings of, “caring about” this course’s content by saying things 
such as, “I think we should know more about the holocaust.  I mean, we all know it was 
awful, but I’m not sure how many of us know why,” and even more directly, “I know I 
should care more about it, so that’s why I choose this class.” Then, in the quote above, 
she shows signs of “caring for” (“I mean, who knows, and you can never say for sure, but 
maybe art school could have made Hitler take a different. . .”), and “caring to” (“I mean I 
want to help them so they can [make art], because of how important I see that it is to 
me”).  The first shows an empathic response to something she viewed as tragic in Hitler’s 
life, expressing a “caring for” him (while still, “not letting him off the hook”).  Then, 
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while she expressly stated that her feelings of connection and engagement led her into a 
desire for the actionable helping behaviors is reflective of her, “caring to.”   
 For the entire sample, general expressions of “I should care” or a general detached 
expression of “caring about” the Holocaust decreased over time, while the data reflected 
an increase in other, more deep, more connected emotions about the historical agents 
increased. (Table 3.6).  These emotions were coupled with expressions of motivations to 
act in pro-social, constructive helping behaviors. 
 
Table 3.6 
Another example of progress in affective engagement in historical empathy is 
seen in another student’s third interview.  This interview took place after a Holocaust 
survivor came in to give her story in person.  The student was quoted saying the 
following:  
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Mrs. Barnet’s story wrecked me.  I thought about it for days.  How the lawyer had to 
sneak them cookies from his office so the kids had something to eat.  How that woman 
yelled at her daughter for playing with her because she was a Jew, and called that sweet 
woman “dirty.”  I wished so bad that I could go back to that moment to yell back at that 
woman!  I wonder. . . I mean I so hope I would be one of those people who would 
recognize how awful they were treating the Jews. . . treating Mrs. Barnet. . . and sneak 
them food or give them toys to play with and stuff.  I just don’t know though.  I think that 
is what made me think about it so much.  If all my friends wouldn’t talk to me and the 
police would arrest me or beat me if I helped . . . like. . . another HUMAN. . . I guess I 
was sad that I might not be like that lawyer.  It made me look around and see how my 
friends and parents and stuff were treating people badly and wonder if I had just followed 
along with it.  
 
This powerful quote expresses the emotional engagement she experienced as a result of 
studying this time in history, and from hearing from a survivor that helped bring the 
subject home.  It also expressed her desire to follow that emotional connection with 
constructive, intervening action to help (“caring to. . .”  She also deconstructed the 
unspoken historical context and made a present day connection.  Furthermore, when 
prompted to explain her emotions a bit more, she stated, “Think about when we studied 
Krystalnacht.  I mean, how all those people came out to trash Jewish stores.  Listening to 
[Mrs. Barnet’s] story made me wonder if I would have been one of those rioters?!” She 
not only was engaging emotionally with the historical content, she also was citing 
evidence that supported her feelings, connecting it to her own behavior in very humble, 
vulnerable ways.  She had embedded her feelings within the bounds of historical 
evidence.  Her “caring to” and “caring for” Mrs. Barnet reflected a progressive growth in 
her affective connection with the course content consistent with the findings from the 
literature (Barton & Levstik, 2004).  It also reflected an additional element of maturity 
that goes beyond what can be found in the literature.   
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 The journals, class observations, and IRI results were not able to reflect this depth 
or richness in their resulting data.  These private interviews were the only source of data 
that offered insight into students’ affective engagement in historical empathy.  
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Research Question 3: Were there any other themes detected that can offer insight into 
students’ progression in historical empathy engagement?  
 
The source most relevant for answering this question was the student interviews.  
In analyzing the student interviews, three themes emerged that were not mentioned in the 
Barton and Levstik (2004) framework but can be found in older conceptual models.  
First, several of the students (9) said in their last interview that they needed more 
sourcing and knowledge, and that their understanding of the Holocaust was incomplete.  
These comments expressed a kind of intellectual humility that was not present in the 
earlier interviews.  Next, the entire sample, all (14) students cited that audio and/or video 
components of the course were responsible for deepening their understanding of the 
Holocaust.  The last theme that emerged from nine student interviews (64%) conveyed 
they experienced and expressed anger as a direct result of the injustices they were 
learning about in class.  The students’ anger was triggered and expressed when they 
witnessed a family member, coworker, or peer acting in a way that was bigoted, and that 
they interpreted as similar to the bigotry of the Nazis.  These students, when asked why 
they expressed their anger at that time, said that they felt a sense of responsibility to stand 
up against any form of dehumanization, even to friends and family.  
 The first theme mentioned above emerged in the third round of student 
interviews.  Students were asked to offer their thoughts and feelings on what they had 
been learning about in class.  Of the 14 students interviewed, 9 (six from the first 
semester and three from the second semester) expressed doubt about what they thought 
they knew.  Their reflections on their historical knowledge had far less certainty than 
their comments from earlier interviews on what they “knew.”  As one student said,  
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From the German perspective, I see how the events like the Treaty of Versailles put [the 
Germans] in a tough position and they felt. . . like bullied by like the whole world, but 
then. . . I [pause] . . . I don’t know.  It’s funny because it feels almost harder to say stuff 
about it now than it did before I took the class.  I feel like now I know all this stuff I 
didn’t even know there was to learn. . . and there’s so much more to learn in order to 
understand really the situation.  I’d have to take like a whole other course and . . . like 
read some more books to understand I guess.  
 
In an earlier interview that same student responded to the question, “What did you come 
into the class knowing about the Holocaust?” by saying,  
Oh, I knew a lot.  I’ve always been super interested in the Holocaust.  I mean, I’ve read a 
ton about it in my free time and have seen documentaries on it and stuff.  Yeah, I guess I 
came in knowing like . . . a ton.  
 
The different level of humility in what she knew from the first interview to the last is 
drastic.  In another third round interview a different student offered,  
I know we’re at the end of the class, but now I see how big . . . like. . . how much there is 
to learn and how complicated it is. I. . .  can’t. . . I don’t think I can actually understand 
what happened.  Maybe I’ll read a book this summer about it or something. . . but this 
time from like. . . written by a Polish person.   
 
Both of these statements are similar to the statements of the other seven students, all of 
them showing intellectual humility.  Each of these nine students realized they needed 
more information before constructing their own narrative about what happened in the 
past.  This acknowledgement that they needed more sourcing is a theme that was not 
present in any of the students’ first interviews.  
 Students’ “sense of otherness” comments, as mentioned above, also, though less 
frequent, had a richer and more humanizing quality about them.  In a third round 
interview, one student stated, “I keep wondering what I would do if I were in their shoes, 
but then keep remembering that I can never fully know. . . I mean, that doesn’t mean I 
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shouldn’t try, but . . . I just don’t know.  We are so different. . .”   This comment is an 
example of the late round interview comments that reflect that a student understands, or 
has a “sense” that the historical agent is “other” than them; they are not enmeshed, and 
understand there is a boundary and limitation to their understanding of the time.  This is a 
much more mature and skilled way to “do” history, as opposed to an immature “sense of 
otherness” that is condescending in nature.  This same student’s less mature, earlier 
“sense of otherness” statement was, “They were so different back then and they didn’t 
know genocide was bad I guess. . . ?  But how can you not get that?!”  At first, “they” 
were “other” because they couldn’t get what she knows now (condescension and 
presentism).  Later, the historical agents were “other” because they were complex, and 
she was the one who could maybe not fully understand what they knew then.   
Though many students did express a desire to learn more about the Holocaust in 
their first interviews, their first statements lacked acknowledgment of the complexity of 
historical narrative construction.  Early on, students talked about what they “knew” about 
the Holocaust with assurance and confidence, and without acknowledgment of historical 
complexity.  For example, Student 9 stated in her first interview,  
I guess I know some stuff about the Holocaust from other history classes, like about the 
genocide, and that Hitler wanted to kill all the Jews and how it was a big part of World 
War II.  I am excited to take this class to know more about it. 
 
In her third interview, when she was asked what she learned about in this class, she 
responded,  
I guess I learned that a lot of [the Nazi’s] did a lot of different things and did them all for 
different reasons.  It’s hard to say what they all did to cause the Holocaust. . . it wasn’t 
one person.  Maybe one person [participated] to save their family, maybe another just 
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didn’t know what to do.  I don’t know. . . [laughs] . .  it’s funny that now that I’ve taken a 
whole class I say I don’t know all this stuff about the Holocaust.  I guess I just know 
there’s a lot more to the story now and that so much went into it!  I’d have to like read a 
whole lot more or take another class or something to feel like I know anything.  
 
This second quote reflects the student’s attitude of intellectual humility, as opposed to her 
previous attitude of greater confidence in her command of this time period.  The nine 
students who began the interviews were confident in what they “knew”, but then realized 
they needed more sourcing.  This reflects a greater awareness and understanding.  This is 
reflective of growth in their conceptual, cognitive understanding, and not an affective 
data point.  Though this theme is not found in the Barton and Levstik (2004) literature, 
the cognitive maturation of historical empathy is an area for future research to explore. 
 The next finding that emerged from the interview data came from the students’ 
answers to the question, “What class activity made a particular impression on you?”  All 
14 students, when answering that question, cited a video and/or audio component.  Seven 
(50%) of the students, when asked this question, cited a movie played in class called, 
Hitler:  The Rise of Evil.  As one student put it, this biographical interpretation based on 
the Nazi regime, “brought what we are learning to life.  By adding a face to the names we 
were studying and hearing them talk. . . just helped me imagine it all happening for real.” 
Five (36%) of the other students cited a video played in class where survivors told their 
stories.  One of the video stories mentioned documented an older German man who 
served in the Third Reich.  In this video the man expressed his continued support for the 
Nazi party, and that he still held onto his distain for Jewish people.  
One student stated,  
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It just really stuck with me I guess.  More than even the other stuff.  I guess it was 
because it was a different side than we were used to hearing about or something, or a side 
I had not really thought about.  We talked a lot about ‘survivors’ and I guess I just always 
pictured them to be Jewish Holocaust survivors and didn’t really consider that there were 
Nazi’s who are still alive.  And the fact that still after the trials and stuff, and all that we 
know now and feel now about the Holocaust that he can still think and feel those things. . 
. it made me really realize how strong and powerful the propaganda was.  It was just, I 
guess, like a shocking thing to hear from him.   
 
The last two students did not mention a video, but a listening activity as the most 
powerful part of the class.  They talked about one lesson where the class listened to the 
recorded testimonies of Holocaust survivors.  As one student put it, that was the part of 
class where he felt like he “really got it.”  For these two students, listening to the voices 
of the survivors drew them deeper into the reality of this historical event.   The second of 
the two students who mentioned the audio activity said,  
It was something about that old man’s voice.  It was so weak and sweet, but his story was 
so sad. . . but he didn’t sound sad.  I think hearing him tell [his story of the concentration 
camps] like he was talking about a trip to the supermarket broke my heart, but was also, 
like, amazing.  Here is this sweet old man.  He wasn’t just one of the millions of victims. 
. . he was like my grandpa or something.  
 
Not only did all 14 students mention the two forms of media as significant in deepening 
their understanding, but they referenced the specific and complex emotions that they felt 
as a result of those audio/visuals.  Each one of these students also said some variation of 
the following sentence, “after watching that movie I understood [what we were learning] 
on another level.”  This theme from the interview data can help inform best pedagogical 
practices, and highlights teaching techniques that enabled a deepening emotional aspect 
to the class and students’ emotional engagement in historical empathy.  Using multimedia 
sources should be considered a necessary element in any classroom attempting to 
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increase engagement in historical empathy.    
 Finally, the last theme that emerged from the interview data is the theme of 
“anger” as an emotional response to the course content.   Nine (9) of the 14 students 
mentioned a specific moment when they experienced and expressed anger related to their 
current personal life as a direct result of learning about the injustices of the Holocaust.  
Though they may have felt anger in class, the anger that they reported in the interviews 
was triggered by a connection they made between the course and something/someone 
they encountered outside of class, and not directly related to the Holocaust.  When these 
students learned about the pervasive cultural attitudes that gave way to the 
dehumanization of the Jews during World War II, they reported being more sensitive to 
dehumanizing or bigoted behavior in their day-to-day life.  They were able to transfer a 
complex, high-level concept of dehumanization and connect it to a completely different 
manifestation of it. 
The students did not only express anger in the interview setting, but they reported 
that they confronted the peer, coworker, or parent whose behavior triggered their anger.  
One student reported the following story:  
Yeah, I was talking to my dad at dinner and he was telling me about how basically I 
needed to be careful when I go out to this concert I wanted to go to.  That there are a lot 
of people who weren’t so nice, and it wasn’t the best part of town.  I told him it was fine 
and I was smart.  He said that that was a black part of town and there is lots of crime 
there.  I lost it.  I was like, ‘Don’t you know how that attitude is so prejudiced?!  Like it 
isn’t being ‘careful’ to be scared of a whole group of people. That’s like how the pyramid 
of violence starts. . . you think you know something about an entire group of people.  I 
got so angry I had to leave the table and sit on the stairs.  I was super pissed.   
 
This student took her understanding of pre-World War II bigotry and applied it to current 
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pervasive racist attitudes.  What’s more is her understanding was so rich that it inspired 
her to courageously speak out against her father.   
Another student told of story of getting angry with a friend for making fun of a 
special needs student.  He overheard his friend making a joke about this mentally 
handicapped student and said it made him mad so he told his friends to “‘shut up’. . . and 
that kinda started an argument between us.”  When I asked why this made him mad he 
said:  
Because of what they did to the handicapped people in the Holocaust.  They put them in 
the gas chamber.  Ms. Burns talked about how at first people just talked bad about . . . 
like. . . people with mental issues, then they moved them to the camps even if they were 
Germans.  I just remembered that conversation and felt pissed when they my friends were 
doing that.  It was like. . . the same thing! 
 
This emotional connection and reaction to course content is an interesting finding, 
and one that Facing History and Ourselves calls “upstanding” behavior (as opposed to 
“bystander” behavior (Facing History and Ourselves, 2015).  Under this classification, 
each of these nine (9) students felt anger, and as a result participated in “upstanding” 
behaviors.  This theme is an interesting finding that can add to the understanding of the 
affective process of students’ engagement in historical empathy.  Furthermore, it offers 
evidence connecting affective engagement in historical empathy to pro-social motivation 
and action.   
Perhaps the most glaring example of an emotional response to historical empathy 
engagement in this course content comes from one girl who has volunteered each week 
for the past four years at an afterschool program for students with special needs.  It was 
about two thirds of the way through the first semester course when she recounted an 
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extreme reaction that came as a result of her deepened understanding of the Holocaust.  
After the week in the course where students studied the Nazi’s euthanizing of people with 
handicaps or developmental disorders, this student reported feeling an overwhelming 
sense of sadness: 
It was right after we heard about what the Nazi’s did to people like that. . . how they  
either tortured them with [medical] experiments, or just sent them straight to be 
murdered.  I couldn’t believe reading it.  I’m not sure what it was about this part that 
really made my stomach hurt. . . we had already learned about the gas chambers and the 
camps and starving people and stuff.  But this... whooaaa.  I mean my stomach hurts right 
now just thinking about it again.   
 
Then, that same student told me about how a few days after that she went to her weekly 
volunteer commitment at the afterschool program.  
I just like was a mess and couldn’t even go in.  I was at the door and everything and was  
thinking about stuff [that we learned] and these sweet kids that I’ve known for years now 
and . . . I just. . . I lost it.  I broke down and couldn’t go in the door.  I had to call the boss 
person from right outside.  I was crying so hard and had to tell her that I couldn’t come 
in.  I didn’t know what to say. . . like, “I can’t go in because I’m too wrecked over my 
Holocaust class and how Hitler would have treated these kids?”  What do you say.  But 
that day, nope.  I just couldn’t do it.  
 
This example of an intense emotional reaction to course content that was brought so close 
to home for this student that it interrupted her usual routine is a glaring example of how a 
deepening understanding of history will have an emotional component.  If students 
mature in their historical empathy engagement, they should make connections to their 
everyday life, just like this student.  The “shared normalcy” of a historical figure’s life 
and one’s own life should cause some amount of personal reflection and connection.  If 
someone is able to understand in a deep and mature way that “they” are not much 
different from “us”, won’t that necessarily elicit an emotional response? Especially when 
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studying a tragic historic event like the Holocaust?  
 Again, the journals and IRI offered little-to-no data that could contribute to 
answering this research question.  The classroom observations helped me realize, though, 
that these individual stories of emotional and behavioral changes most likely won’t be 
expressed in a classroom setting.  In a class with an ambitious amount of content to 
cover, there is not much room for the less tangible goals of emotional growth.  This will 
be discussed in greater depth in the Discussion Chapter.  	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Research Question 4: Is there any connection found in students’ ability to engage in 
historical empathy, and their ability to empathize generally and/or perspective take?  
 
 Given that the domains of general empathy and historical empathy have not yet 
been linked, there are few ways to explore any correlation that might exist.  To answer 
this question, then, I had to be creative.  I looked to the data collected in the Interpersonal 
Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980) that I used to choose the sub-sample of 14 students.  To 
explore the data from the IRI pre- and post-tests (a tool normally used to measure general 
empathy levels), I conducted a series of quantitative comparisons.  First, I took the first 
semester IRI pre- and post-test results and conducted a paired samples T-test.  The results 
from this test found two things; first, a significant correlation between the means of the 
pre- and posttests (r =.668; p =.002).  Simply stated, this means that those students who 
did better on the pre-test also did better on the post-test.  This was to be expected.  
However, the second finding from the T-test showed that there was no measureable effect 
in this sample’s ability to empathize as a result of taking the course (p = .376).  
Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis, and the effect of the treatment (the 
course) was not strong enough to “outshine” the pre-/post-test relationship for the first 
semester sample.  
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Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 semonepre & semtwopost 18 .668 .002 
 
Paired Samples Test 
 
 
Paired Differences 
t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 semonepre - 
semtwopost 
-1.66667 7.77628 1.83289 -5.53372 2.20039 -.909 17 .376 
 
 Next, I compared the pre- and post-test results of the second semester students.  
Again, there was a significant correlation (r =.880; p =.000), but the T-test showed no 
measurable effect significant in the second semester’s students’ ability to empathize as a 
result of taking the course (p = .793).  Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis.  
The effect of the treatment (the course) did not change students’ ability to empathize 
generally.  
Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 pretesttwo & posttesttwo 17 .880 .000 
 
Paired Samples Test 
 
Paired Differences 
t df 
Sig.        
(2-tailed) Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 pretesttwo - 
posttesttwo .41176 6.35471 1.54124 -2.85553 3.67906 .267 16 .793 
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 Finally, I conducted a paired samples T-test comparing the combined results of 
the pre- and post-tests of the entire sample.  There was no measurable effect found in the 
entire students’ ability to empathize as a result of taking the course (p = .587).  Therefore, 
we failed to reject the null hypothesis, and students showed no change in their ability to 
empathize.  
Paired Samples Test 
 
Paired Differences 
t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 pretest - 
posttest 
-.65714 7.09574 1.19940 -3.09462 1.78033 -.548 34 .587 
 
Based on these results, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant 
difference in students’ ability to generally empathize when the Holocaust and Human 
Behavior class is used as an intervention.  We cannot, then, conclude that this course, 
though teaching historical empathy, had a measureable effect on students’ general 
empathy.    
Next, I used the same quantitative analysis to explore any measurable differences 
in the IRI subscale of “perspective taking.”  Perspective taking is an important sub-
competency in one’s ability to engage in historical empathy, and in one’s ability to “think 
historically” overall (Wineburg, 2001). I wanted to explore this data gathered from this 
subscale of the IRI.  To statistically compare the first semester sample’s pre- and post-test 
results for the IRI’s “perspective taking” subscale I conducted a paired samples T-test.  
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The paired samples correlation, like the tests run above, reflected the correlation between 
the perspective taking pre- and post-tests (r =.807; p =.000).  However, the paired 
samples T-test showed no measurable effect in perspective taking (p =.228) between 
when students started and completed the course.  There was no measurable effect found 
in the second semester either. 
 
Paired Samples Correlations (Semester 1) 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 PTonePre & PTonePost 18 .807 .000 
 
Paired Samples Test (Semester 1) 
 
Paired Differences 
t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 PTonePre - 
PTonePost 
-1.11111 3.77124 .88889 -2.98650 .76428 -1.250 17 .228 
 
Based on these results, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant 
difference in students’ ability to “perspective take” as a result of taking the Holocaust 
and Human Behavior course.  However, it should be noted that though the results of this 
analysis are insightful, they cannot be considered a definitive assessment of students’ 
perspective taking abilities as a result of this class.  The IRI tool is designed to measure 
empathy, not perspective taking.  Because it isn’t a comprehensive tool for measuring 
perspective taking abilities, these results can only offer us a small angle by which to 
explore this element of historical empathy and historical thinking.  Though this tool was 
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used to explore any evidence that a student’s perspective taking may have been affected 
by this course, the results alone would not be able to give us comprehensive insight into 
how this course affected students’ ability to take the perspective of another human living 
at a different time in history.   
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Chapter 5:  Discussion and Significance 
 
There can be no transformation of darkness into light and of apathy into movement 
without emotion. – Carl Jung, 1938 (p. 32) 
 
The results from this study offered many interesting results that can add to our 
knowledge of historical empathy.  Particularly, the data can enhance current conceptual 
models, and hopefully add other significant guideposts that can help practitioners avoid 
mistakes of the past. 
 
Comments on Current Cognitive Frameworks 
Shemilt (1984), and then Ashby and Lee (1987) introduced a cognitive, step-wise 
framework by which to evaluate students’ abilities to engage in historical empathy.  
Barton and Levstik (2004) challenged that original framework by suggesting five 
competencies (“elements”).  Cultivating these five elements simultaneously throughout 
the teaching of historical empathy will promote students’ “perspective recognition” 
engagement (the cognitive aspect of historical empathy).  Barton and Levstik also 
contested their models were incomplete without including an affective aspect to historical 
empathy. Shemilt and Ashby and Lee’s frameworks offers linear stages that students 
move through sequentially so that an instructor can identify how well they empathize 
with historical agents.  Barton and Levstik, on the other hand, offer that students’ 
progress is not necessarily linear as the “stages” model suggests.   
The data from this study reflect that the current either/or debate is a false choice.  
Evidence from this study suggests a third way that is closer to a “both/and” 
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conceptualization of historical empathy.  On one hand, Barton and Levstik (2004) have 
made a crucial contribution to the field in stating that students’ progress in historical 
empathy is not necessarily linear, but instead there are identifiable and necessary 
cognitive competencies an instructor must simultaneously and continually foster 
throughout the learning and engagement process.  The analysis of the data found here 
shows their “element” approach to be accurate.  However, it also shows that there is also 
a progress of maturation that students move through as they engage in these “elements.”  
There are stages along a spectrum within Barton and Levstik’s “elements” that students 
may reach and then mature beyond.   For example, Shemilt’s (1984) stages reference the 
primary, most rudimentary stage being “Patronizing.” Students in this stage use 
condescending, and often borderline derogatory language when describing people from 
the past:  
Student 2:  “I know then people [around the world] let holocausts and genocides happen 
then and that it was the first one that they put the people on trial for.  That’s I guess how 
they handled mass murderers then, but honestly I don’t see how people back then could 
know about what was happening and not do something.  I mean they had news and stuff.  
I know people knew about it.  It just seems crazy to me.”  
 
This quote reflects a “stage” history educators want to scaffold students beyond.  It 
reflects presentism, which the history educator is attempting to combat.  However, this 
example also reflects a “sense of otherness” from Barton and Levstik’s (2004) 
conceptualization of historical empathy.  Though Barton and Levstik advocate that a 
“sense of otherness” is a primary “element” to foster in students, they articulate that a 
student’s “sense of otherness” is not the bottom step of a maturation process.  To Barton 
and Levstik (2004), establishing a “sense of otherness” is important to do so that students 
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do not over-identify with a historical agent.  The problems practitioners ran into in the 
past when teaching historical empathy was that they often overemphasized an emotional 
connection between students and the historical subjects, and inadvertently enmeshed 
students into the experience of the historical figure.  To emphasize the importance of 
avoiding a student-subject over-identification, Barton and Levstik (2004) wanted to be 
sure practitioners guided students to remember the boundary between themselves and 
their historical subject.  They did this through encouraging the “sense of otherness” 
throughout the historical empathy engagement process.  However, something is 
overlooked in this framework when this element does not distinguish between a 
condescending “sense of otherness” and a deferential, respectful “sense of otherness” that 
is more in line with the historical method. 
Barton and Levstik’s element of “sense of otherness” is too broad.  Within their 
definition, their “element” is present in students who both reflect a healthy and controlled 
emotional boundary between themselves and their historical subject, as well as students 
who reflect presentism, and dismiss historical subject as “other”.  Both a presentist “sense 
of otherness”, and an appropriate “sense of otherness” could be characterized under the 
same “element” in Barton and Levstik’s conceptualization.  If a history educator is to 
foster the “element” of a “sense of otherness”, isn’t one of these more ideal than the 
other?  For this reason, though I have found that practitioners should be continually 
fostering the element of “sense of otherness”, these two existing historical empathy 
frameworks could benefit from adding a linear progression to the “element” model.  This 
progression should delineate stages within the “sense of otherness” element that reflects 
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the necessary maturation and developmental process of a student of historical empathy..   
 In this study, I saw both types of a “sense of otherness” reflected by the students; 
the more presentist and condescending “sense of otherness” was observed early on, and 
then more mature “sense of otherness” attitudes emerged towards the end of the 
interviews.  Instances of a “sense of otherness” decrease throughout the class, but did not 
disappear altogether, and were substantially different over time.  For example, student 2, 
quoted earlier, said in her last interview:  “I still can’t figure out why they did what they 
did, and I guess I’ll never know.  They had things so much different than I do now – I 
guess I can keep trying to understand . . .”  This reflects a “sense of otherness”, but so 
does this quote from her first interview: “. . . honestly I don’t see how people back then 
could know about what was happening and not do something. . . it just seems crazy to 
me.”  Though this study’s data supports that engaging in historical empathy is a more 
complicated process than a straight linear progression model, one of these “sense of 
otherness” quotes reflects a more mature, more advanced conceptualization of the past 
than the other.   This data reflects there is a developmental maturation continuum that can 
enhance Barton and Levstik’s (2004) elemental model.  
 This differentiation between the quality of students’ early “sense of otherness” 
and their later “sense of otherness” was not as clear in the other “elements” of Barton and 
Levstik’s (2004) framework (“shared normalcy”, “historical contextualization”, 
“recognition of multiple perspectives”, and “contextualization to the present”).  Though 
this is true, it makes logical sense that students’ quality of “recognizing multiple 
perspectives” will grow over time, just as their “sense of otherness” became richer.   The 
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data from this study, and this logical connection, leads me to encourage historical 
empathy researchers to continue to include, rather than dismiss, older hierarchical 
cognitive models.  Future research should consider investigating a hybrid framework that 
combines Barton and Levstik’s “elements” and Shemilt’s (1984) “stages” of student 
progression in their engagement in historical empathy.  Another study that aims to 
explore the process of historical engagement may want to consider the following model 
(Table 4.1).   
 
Table 4.1 
A conceptual model like this one would account for non-linear competencies 
(“elements”) of historical empathy, while also considering trajectories of progression 
between the novice student and the skilled student of historical empathy.  Though the 
Sense	  of	  Otherness	  
Level	  1:	  	  Patronizing	  
Level	  2:	  	  Sympathizing	  
Level	  3:	  	  Intellectual	  humility	  
Shared	  Normalcy	  
Level	  1:	  	  ??	  
Level	  2:	  	  ??	  
Level	  3:	  	  ??	  
Historical	  Contextualization	  
Level	  1:	  	  ??	  
Level	  2:	  	  ??	  
Level	  3:	  	  ??	  
Recognition	  of	  Multiple	  Perspectives	  
Level	  1:	  	  ??	  
Level	  2:	  	  ??	  
Level	  3:	  	  ??	  
Contextualization	  to	  the	  Present	  
Level	  1:	  	  ??	  
Level	  2:	  	  ??	  
Level	  3:	  	  ??	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results from this study did support Barton and Levstik’s (2004) cognitive framework, the 
results also offered some interesting considerations to add to our understanding of their 
non-linear conceptualization.  Namely, this study found evidence of a hierarchical model 
within their “elements” model.  
 
Adding the Affective Component 
 Next, this study aimed at considering and exploring an affective element to the 
process of historical empathy.  The results of this study have led me to conclude that an 
affective element of this process does indeed exist.  The students of this study were 
exposed to primary documents, photos, testimonies, audio recordings, and a number of 
different perspectives surrounding the event in history that they were studying.  They 
were given factual material, and they grew in their multidimensional understanding of the 
Holocaust.  Though there were pauses for students to reflect on the material, the teacher 
did not expressly ask them to reflect on their feelings regarding the content.  I would also 
argue that she did not encourage students to over-identify with the historical subjects (she 
never said anything resembling, “Imagine that ___ was happening to your little sister”, or 
the like).  Even though this teacher did not violate the historical method in her 
pedagogical practices, the students still had accompanying emotional responses to the 
subject matter.  The emotional responses were a direct result of what they were 
encountering in class, and a direct result of their deepened cognitive understanding of the 
past.  Each of the 14 students in the sub-sample showed some expression of emotion 
directly related to their deepened engagement and understanding of the course content.  
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The deeper these students cognitively engaged in historical empathy, the stronger 
their language became when expressing their subsequent emotions.  This increased 
emotional response is reflected through the graphs shown in the previous chapter, as well 
as in their interviews. Only one student from the sample reflected any emotional response 
in her first interview.  The number virtually flips in the third interviews; only one student 
did not reflect any emotional reaction to the course content.  Their emotional responses 
were not mere coincidence, but a result of their increased engagement in the course 
material.  This direct emotional deepening from their increase in understanding is a data 
point in favor of considering the dual-process engagement approach for historical 
empathy, and in urging researchers to explore the affective responses to historical 
empathy engagement.  To not do so would be irresponsible, as some students may have 
emotional responses that deeply affect their behavior and lives.  The student who broke 
down and was unable to perform her volunteer obligation at the afterschool program 
offers a perfect example of an emotional outcome that practitioners should be prepared 
for.   
 Let me offer an example from outside this domain to illustrate this point.  In the 
medical field, if a patient comes in to see a doctor for his yearly physical, but then finds 
out that he is suffering from a condition he was unaware of, the doctor will offer that 
patient information about that condition and treatment options.  The doctor might also 
suggest that he continue to learn about the condition by doing research in one way or the 
other.  Consider this part of the cognitive engagement process where the patient is 
connecting and understanding their condition via facts and information.  However, as a 
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result of this diagnosis, the patient may experience depression, anxiety, sadness, grief, 
etc.  Though this may not be part of the medical condition, these emotions are identifiable 
results directly related to his diagnosis.  It is for this reason that health professionals 
address the emotional effects that are scientifically linked and correlated with different 
medical diagnosis.  Support groups, counseling, cognitive behavior therapy, and more are 
all connected to a patient’s treatment.  In the same way, students (especially adolescents) 
will have feelings associated with the new knowledge they are acquiring about the past.  
Though some authorities in the field of history education may say that emotional 
responses are not to be considered part of the historical empathy process, I would posit 
that it might not matter if it is considered part of the clinical definition or not.  
It does not matter because, according to the literature and the results of this study, 
emotions will result from historical empathy engagement.  Even if an affective 
component is left out of the clinical definition of historical empathy, doesn’t the data 
reflect that the emotions still emerge?  Furthermore, couldn’t this become a valuable 
teachable moment for history educators to help students recognize their emotions, and 
then guide them into practicing how to contain them into the bounds of historical 
evidence?  Just as grief is not necessarily part of the cellular diagnosis of cancer, medical 
professionals still are left to address the emotional effects of a grieving cancer patient.  I 
would posit, like Barton and Levstik (2004), Endacott (2010), and Brooks (Endacott & 
Brooks, 2013) that affective empathy is an intrinsic part of the historical empathy 
process, or at least a necessary after-effect that educators must address.  As students grow 
in understanding of a historical subject, emotions will emerge.  Recognizing this by 
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including the affective engagement into the definition of historical empathy will facilitate 
the exploration of how to effectively address inevitable emotional outcomes.   
 Next, in considering the analyzed data from this study, I must consider not just if 
the affective should be considered in the clinical definition of historical empathy, but how 
it is considered.  Similar to the cognitive engagement process, the emotional engagement 
process did not necessarily follow a linear trajectory.  However, one theme within Barton 
and Levstik’s (2004) framework did reflect a linear model; the theme reflecting students’ 
general “caring about” did decrease as the course progressed.  This is important to note 
for considering affective frameworks and student affective engagement in the future.  
Their general sense of wanting to care about a historical subject was an entry point to 
their actual care for the subject.  Students in this study reflected a desire to care about the 
historical events covered in the course, and they voluntarily chose to participate in the 
historical exploration (in this case, students chose this class as an elective, which 
reflected their desire to learn more).  All 14 of the sub-sample reflected a “care about” the 
historical subjects that eventually segued into deeper levels of “care.”  This willingness 
and desire for greater care, according to the results of this study, is the starting point for 
the necessary emotional aspect of historical empathy. Their general “caring about” and 
desire to care decreased, because their specific care for the historical subjects increased 
(see Table 3.6 in the results chapter).  This makes logical sense because a desire to care 
about something reflects that one does not fully embody that “care”; it does not yet exist.  
As one grows in his/her connection, knowledge, understanding, and care, the desire to 
care is fulfilled.  He/she no longer wants to care because he/she actually does care.  In 
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this way, the general interest in a subject (caring about) diminishes as it is replaced with a 
direct care and involvement.  However, in relation to the other affective themes, students’ 
different level of care and emotional connection manifested in different ways throughout 
the course.  Though there was no clear or direct progression in their “care”, but each 
expression of Barton and Levstik’s “care” framework did increase over time.  This is 
especially true of the sample’s “care to” theme.  Each of the 14 students interviewed 
expressed some desire to affect change in today’s world as an expression of care and 
constructive help for those they had learned about. These “caring to” statements were 
evident in the third round interviews, but absent in the students’ first interviews. 
   
Other Emerging Themes in the Process of Historical Empathy 
 Though, for this study, I explored historical empathy engagement using the 
Barton and Levstik (2004) framework, other themes emerged from the data that were not 
found in their literature.  Specifically, the theme of “intellectual humility” emerged from 
the data.  As students from my sample engaged deeper in historical empathy, and grew in 
their ability to engage in the historical process overall, nine (9) of the students reflected a 
deepened understanding of how immense a task it is to construct a historical perspective.  
Each of these nine students entered the class with a heightened level of confidence of 
their knowledge about the Holocaust, which was reflected in their first interviews.  
However, during the course of the class they were each confronted with a concept, point 
of view, or cultural construct they had never even considered.  They are forced to 
reconcile a misconception they had previously held, which precipitated an attitude shift.  
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Students from this study eventually considered that they knew much less about this topic 
than they had thought, and therefore approached their historical subjects with greater 
reserve and humility   When students approached the history of the Holocaust with an 
increased sense of humility, then they also approached historical agents with increased 
humility.  Shemilt’s rudimentary (1984) “patronizing” stage involves an element of 
condescension.  This humility in approaching the history of the Holocaust reflects a 
departure from this “patronizing”, condescending approach.  I call this departure and 
progress from the “patronizing” stage, “historical humility.”  Historical humility is a 
curricular benchmark history educators—especially those who teach with historical 
empathy engagement as a goal—should aspire to reach with their students.  
When each of the nine students reflected evidence of historical humility, 
especially in comparison to their over-confident initial approach to the subject, it 
reflected growth in those students’ ability to “do” history.  Historical humility, though not 
expressly present in the Barton and Levstik (2004) literature is alluded to in Shemilt’s 
(1984) research.  He mentioned “humility” as part of his “stages” framework, and also 
noted that it is an indication of a student’s advancing progression in the historical 
empathy process.  Historical humility would be a worthwhile “stage” to evaluate in future 
research that explored a historical empathy model that integrates the linear progression 
concepts with Barton and Levstik’s (2004) diffuse “element” model.  It is also another 
data point that supports a hybrid developmental model for historical empathy that 
combines Barton and Levstik’s (2004) elements and Shemilt’s (1984) levels.   
“Need for sourcing” was another theme present later on in student interviews.  As 
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mentioned in the previous chapter, this theme emerged in the later student interviews, and 
was associated with their progress into historical humility.  Students mentioned that, “I 
need to learn more about [the Holocaust] before I think I can understand what happened,” 
and, “Maybe I’ll read something from a Polish person’s perspective,” which shows a 
sense of humility in what they understand, as well as an understanding that they would 
need to gather more source material.  “Re-sourcing” is another stage from Shemilt’s 
linear model that was reinforced in this study as a theme, and it emerged as an indicator 
of student progress in historical empathy.  Again, this supports the need to explore a 
model that combines Shemilt’s (1984) and Barton and Levstik’s(2004) cognitive 
frameworks.   
Finally, another theme that emerged from this data is that students reported that 
they experienced anger as a direct result of what they were learning  in the Holocaust and 
Human Behavior class.  Anger manifested in two different ways; either from a deepened 
emotional connection to course content that became momentarily more real to them, or as 
a result of a connection they made between the historical content and their present lives.  
As reported in the Results chapter, nine (9) of the students in their last interview told me 
a story about how they made a direct connection from the stories that they learned about 
in class to an injustice they personally witnessed.  This finding could perhaps offer the 
greatest insight to practitioners as a way to gauge student learning and historical empathy 
engagement, especially as it relates to affective engagement.  This emerging theme of 
“anger” as an emotional response of offers insight into the process of emotional 
engagement in historical empathy, and pinpoints a critical benchmark to “teachable 
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moment” for instructors.  An anger response, whether its a result of a connection outside 
of class or due to direct engagement in the course content, is a vital point for history 
teachers to pause, allow space for student reflection, and develop strategies to 
constructively manage that anger response.    
Just as a practitioner would scaffold a student through a “stereotyping” or “need 
for re-sourcing” stage of their cognitive progression (Shemilt, 1984), he/she should be 
aware of “anger” as a sign of positive emotional progression in the affective process of 
historical empathy, and be prepared for constructive approaches to navigate that anger 
response.  Similarly, when students emotionally connect with a historical subject enough 
to be angry over an injustice he/she experienced, it is vital to the historical empathy 
maturation process that they are scaffolded out of their indignation toward constructive, 
pro-social, civic minded actions.  Otherwise, student anger may degrade towards 
sympathy and over-identification could result, or dispirited disillusionment.  This, 
arguably, is the most vital part of the historical empathy process, with the most potential 
for dangerous missteps, or positive instructional outcomes and growth.   
According the psychologists, anger is one of the most destructive, or motivating 
emotions, depending on how one is equipped to respond to it (Leith, 1996).  When 
experiencing anger, one has two choices: to stuff/ignore it, or to express it.  Repressing 
feelings of anger may diminish it in the short term, but this strategy is discouraged as it is 
associated to health issues, depression, and anxiety (Ellis, 1977).  The expression of 
anger is the other response.  Psychologists consider one of those responses to anger to be 
“catharsis”.  Some experts suggest that expressing anger through “venting” or physical 
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expression can ease the anger (catharsis), but most research in the field offers that 
catharsis that is not constructive makes people more aggressive.  This form of expression 
of anger forms a habit of expression that enables continued aggressive behaviors (Zech, 
2005).  Though the expression of anger through catharsis relieves the feelings in the 
short-term, undirected catharsis is as useful as a undirected fire hose.  It may release 
some pressure, but it is hard to control, impossible to predict, and causes more harm than 
good.  A fire hose, like anger, only needs a bit of direction to be effective.  Similarly, 
emotionally connecting students with an historical event may result in anger, which could 
be a dangerous outcome of historical empathy—but only if a student’s anger is left 
undirected.  Like the fire hose, if a student’s emotions are left undirected it may result in 
a destructive release of emotional pressure.   
However, psychologists also note that though the expression of anger can be 
destructive, it can also be a motivational factor to engage in pro-social behaviors.  In the 
course observed for this study, the instructor intuitively (or perhaps accidentally) 
stumbled upon this “constructive expression” approach.  Though she never addressed 
how students should deal with any emotion resulting from their new knowledge, all nine 
(9) of the students who reported feelings of anger expressed it through “upstanding” 
(constructive) behaviors.  As a response to the course-related anger, each student 
expressed his/her emotion either to the whole class, or separately to the teacher.  In the 
cases where a student felt anger because he/she was deeply connecting directly to the 
plight of the Jews during the Holocaust, he/she worked out what was making him/her 
angry and how he/she could connect it to something related and “upstanding” he/she 
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could do now.  For example, one boy felt angry as a result of learning about how the 
Nazi’s treated the elderly Jewish population.  Ms. Burns recognized his deepened 
emotional response and talked to him one on one, asking him if there are any ways the 
elderly population is mistreated today.  She encouraged him to take his anger an apply 
that emotional energy towards positive, pro-social behaviors.  The student, in the end, 
reported that he was going to spend extra time with his grandmother, and to take time to 
listen to stories about her life.    
In another example a student felt angry with her father when he made a 
discriminatory comment about a minority population at dinner.  In her own words she 
said, “I lost it.”  In that instance, this student stood up to her father, telling him that 
passively allowing racist remarks normalized them, and she wasn’t going to sit by and 
allow anyone to think that was normal.  When reporting this anger response in our 
interview, the student reflected that she was, “glad she stood up to her dad, but probably 
could have handled it better.”  Even allowing for reflection space in the form of an open 
ended interview provided enough reflection for this student to consider her emotional 
response and how it could have been handled more effectively.  These two examples of 
anger responses reflect the latent up-standing potential in deeply understanding, and 
emotionally engaging in the wrongs of the past.  
Next, it should be clearly noted that, though an undirected anger response is a 
dangerous place to lead students towards, a carefully curated historical empathy 
classroom should strive to engage students towards an affective response of anger.  If 
students are studying a time of injustice, anger should be the result of the emotional 
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engagement in historical empathy.  If a student is learning about a Holocaust victim, and 
studying their perspective and experience in-depth, I hope that they arrive at an emotional 
place of righteous indignation.  That anger reflects that the students have an in-tact social 
conscience.  If a teacher believes he/she lead students to a place where they cognitively 
comprehend what happened during the Holocaust, and yet experience no emotional 
response, I would question the depth of their cognitive understanding, or their emotional 
health.  In this way, instructors who teach for perspective taking and historical empathy 
should be prepared for students to experience anger as an emotional benchmark of 
engagement.  Furthermore, they need to teach to this point carefully, instructing them 
toward constructive civic dialogue and engagement, and away from emotional repression 
and/or catharsis.  Courses that aim to teach historical empathy should, therefore, 
necessarily include an actionable component that allows students to apply feelings of 
anger or sadness to an authentic constructive civic outcome.  To engage a student deeply 
enough into an historical narrative where they have an emotional response is a positive 
thing.  However, to leave them there, without a structure and guide toward processing 
their emotions, would be counterproductive to establishing sound habits of the heart and 
mind.  To teach them how to boundary their emotional response within evidence, and 
then to constructively apply their emotions will build better citizens of our students. 
 
Instructional Insights 
 The instructional process used to engage students in historical empathy should 
follow the construction of 1) introducing students to a historical event, 2) engaging 
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students in an iterative process of investigation, 3) asking students to somehow display 
their reconstructed understanding of the event, and then 4) asking students to reflect on 
where they started, what they’ve learned, and the process they went through (Endacott, 
2010).  Combining these instructional phases and the framework of Barton and Levstik 
does usher students into more sophisticated abilities in historical empathy.  However, 
there were different strategies that emerged in this study that helped foster this process 
even further.   
 First, students’ historical empathy engagement was particularly cultivated through 
the use of multimedia tools.  Data from this study showed that during the 2) investigation 
iterations, the use of video footage, audio recordings, handwritten documents from 
historical agents, etc. was useful in deepening students’ understanding of the content.  
Each time these instructional tools were used in the classroom, students reflected 
increases in insight and connection to the content as a direct result.  The lesson most cited 
by students was a day where the teacher played a movie called Hitler: The Rise of Evil.  
This film was not a documentary, but rather it was a Hollywood portrayal based on Nazi 
Germany during World War II.  Though most students cited this as instrumental in 
making the course content “come to life” for them, pedagogically I question its suitability 
for a history classroom. Perhaps there are Hollywood films that would be appropriate for 
certain history classes, however, this one emotionally engaged students while also taking 
factual liberties.  This is the exact fear of historical empathy dual-process critics, and 
historians.  Yes, it enlivened the course content, but may have done so at the cost of 
polluting students’ historical process.  This film connected their cognitive understanding 
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with their emotions, but did so using murky facts and re-enactments.  This has the 
potential to confuse students’ cognitive and emotive processes, allowing their emotional 
connection to punctuate their factual understanding instead of the other way around.  For 
future instructional guidelines when teaching historical empathy, pedagogies should 
consider using a wide range of multimedia resources while also taking caution with films 
that aren’t produced primarily for historical or journalistic purposes.  
 
Recommendations for Future Research  
In this study I was able to explore some of the questions in the field of historical 
empathy, though I found gaps in research to be hindering, especially in relation to what 
the field understands about affective engagement in historical empathy.  Though I 
understand the lag in research on the affective side of historical empathy, the lack of 
knowledge about it was limiting to this study.  My first recommendation for future 
research would be for history education scholars to consider exploring affective outcomes 
relating to historical empathy, and then in turn advocating for the dual-process definition 
to be more widely considered.  Next, I would recommend that in conducting research 
exploring an affective element, future researchers should consider conducting interviews, 
journal reflections, or talk-back sessions with students immediately following the 
teacher’s use of multimedia tools.  Considering the effectiveness of these tools in 
deepening the historical empathy engagement of students, capturing their immediate 
affective responses might offer insight into their affective process.  I find the exploration 
of a dual-process approach to historical empathy, especially focusing on affective 
	  	  
	  
100 
engagement, to be the most pressing need in this area of study.  
Next, I believe our conceptual understanding of historical empathy would greatly 
benefit from future research considering a hybrid model of cognitive engagement that 
borrows both from Barton and Levstik (2004) and Shemilt (1984).  This study reflects 
evidence that there are both linear and non-linear stages to historical empathy 
engagement.  Helping create a matrix of benchmarks within Barton and Levstik’s (2004) 
elemental model would be of great use to practitioners, so that they could specifically 
understand how to facilitate historical empathy in a well-rounded way.  Researching this 
more complete cognitive model is important so that practitioners do not truncate students’ 
learning, and neglect to scaffold them into important benchmarks of historical thinking.  
For example, a well-intended teacher may teach a pedagogically sound course on 
historical empathy, but only scaffold some of her students out of the patronizing “sense 
of otherness.”  Without a more complete conceptual model, this may fulfill the Barton 
and Levstik (2004) “element”, but leave the student in a dangerous attitudinal place.   
Finally, due to the limited number of practitioners teaching for historical empathy, 
and due to the limits of this research study, I was unable to capture data reflecting any 
lasting or long-term effects of historical empathy engagement.  This study was limited to 
collecting data from students that only lasted one semester in length.  A longevity study 
would be more suited to explore the tangential effects of historical empathy that the 
literature implies.  A longer study might also explore the impact of historical empathy 
engagement in one class on students’ approach to the history classes that they take later 
on.   
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 In all, this study offered interesting insight into the potential effects of fostering 
students’ abilities to engage in historical empathy.  However, these insights were 
restricted because of the limited existing knowledge of the domain.  Further research is 
necessary, especially surrounding the dual-process approach to historical empathy, to 
shed light on just how impactful it can be.  
 
Conclusion 
When it comes to historical empathy, there are experts and critics on both ends of 
the spectrum; Knight (1989) believes the word “empathy” in the domain of history is 
“profoundly unhelpful”, and fears the use of this process at all blurs too many lines for 
students of history.  He feels that even the implication of emotion that is evoked with the 
word “empathy” is confusing and even dangerous to students’ understanding of the 
historical record.  On the other end of the spectrum, there are experts like Barton and 
Levstik (2004) who advocate to recognize “empathy as caring” as a substantive part of 
the perspective taking process.  Dulberg (2002), Endacott (2010), and Brooks (2011) are 
three other authorities on historical empathy that advocate for the recognition of an 
affective component that balances the cognitive aspects of the process.  The results of this 
study have led me to join those in the later group of researchers.  Students of this study 
had strong emotional connections and reactions that they directly related back to what 
they were learning in the Holocaust and Human Behavior class.   
The results of this study were able to identify findings to add to the body of 
literature about historical empathy that included data that confirms and builds upon the 
cognitive perspective recognition framework of Barton and Levstik (2004); evidence to 
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indicate an affective quality of historical empathy; and data to recognize “historical 
humility”, a need for sourcing, and constructive anger as themes that emerge in the 
fostering of historical empathy.  This study’s findings also emphasize the need for 
practitioners to prepare for and channel student emotional outcomes with constructive 
civic engagement activities.  Finally, this study suggests the use of multimedia tools in 
the history classroom to facilitate historical empathy engagement.  Most vital to the field, 
though, are the findings that acknowledge and then diagram the affective historical 
empathy engagement process.  My hope is that this study can add to the body of literature 
that supports the acceptance of a dual-process definition of historical empathy, so that the 
term’s precise definition can be stabilized.  Without agreement on the meaning of the 
term, research will continue to lag, and the valuable sub-competencies will be 
overlooked.   
 Though the pitfalls of practicing the emotional engagement element of historical 
empathy are still problem points for the domain to address, the trepidation of repeating 
old mistakes should not deter researchers from recognizing the evidence, like that which 
is found in this study.  When presented with information and asked to engage deeply in 
perspective taking or perspective recognition, students will deepen their understanding of 
someone in the past.  The deeper they understand the facts and context of historical 
agents’ circumstances, the greater their understanding will be of their “shared humanity” 
(Endacott, 2010).  The more this happens, the more a student of history moves out of 
presentism and toward something else.  That something else will be closer to compassion 
than to a memorized reservoir of detached facts about the past.   
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Emotional control, and avoidance of bias is a characteristic of a good historian.  
However, historians did not learn emotional control by avoiding emotion.  They did so by 
encountering emotion, and practicing the habits of the mind and heart that keep their 
emotions in control and appropriately checked.  Acknowledging historical empathy as a 
dual-process function will help facilitate the process of teaching students the very 
emotional control required of them in “doing” history.  Also, in doing so, students of 
history venture to gain a number of tangential sub-competencies along the way.   
Historical empathy is a process that is complimentary to historical thinking, and 
more specifically, to perspective taking.  The more we are able to understand it, and how 
students learn it, the more we are able to enrich the historical thinking process.   Learning 
habits of the heart and mind required in the process of learning history can prepare 
students to interpret and contribute to the domain of history.  If done with a full and 
complete understanding of the historical empathy process, it can also strengthen students’ 
skill in civic engagement and democratic participation.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1:  Interpersonal Reactivity Index 
(Coding Guide For the Researcher) 
 
INTERPERSONAL REACTIVITY INDEX 
 
The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of 
situations.  For each item, indicate how well it describes you by choosing the appropriate 
letter on the scale at the top of the page:  A, B, C, D, or E.  When you have decided on 
your answer, fill in the letter on the answer sheet next to the item number.  READ EACH 
ITEM CAREFULLY BEFORE RESPONDING.  Answer as honestly as you can.  Thank 
you. 
 
ANSWER SCALE: 
 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 DOES NOT DESCRIBES ME 
 DESCRIBE ME VERY 
 WELL WELL 
 
 
1. I daydream and fantasize, with some regularity, about things that might happen to me. 
(FS) 
 
2. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. (EC) 
 
3. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other guy's" point of view. (PT)(-) 
 
4. Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems. 
(EC) (-) 
 
5. I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel. (FS) 
 
6. In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease. (PD) 
 
7. I am usually objective when I watch a movie or play, and I don't often get completely 
caught up in it. (FS) (-) 
 
8. I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision. (PT) 
 
9. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them. 
(EC) 
 
	  	  
	  
105 
10. I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation. (PD) 
 
11. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from 
their perspective. (PT) 
 
12. Becoming extremely involved in a good book or movie is somewhat rare for me. (FS) 
(-) 
 
13. When I see someone get hurt, I tend to remain calm. (PD) (-) 
 
14. Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. (EC) (-) 
 
15. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time listening to other 
people's arguments. (PT) (-) 
 
16. After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one of the characters. (FS) 
 
17. Being in a tense emotional situation scares me. (PD) 
 
18. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don't feel very much pity for 
them. (EC) (-) 
 
19. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies. (PD) (-) 
 
20. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. (EC) 
 
21. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. (PT) 
 
22. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. (EC) 
 
23. When I watch a good movie, I can very easily put myself in the place of a leading 
 character. (FS) 
 
24. I tend to lose control during emergencies. (PD) 
 
25. When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in his shoes" for a while. 
(PT) 
 
26. When I am reading an interesting story or novel, I imagine how I would feel if the 
events in the story were happening to me. (FS) 	  27.	  When	  I	  see	  someone	  who	  badly	  needs	  help	  in	  an	  emergency,	  I	  go	  to	  pieces.	  (PD)	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28.  Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their 
place. (PT) 
 
 
NOTE: (-) denotes item to be scored in reverse fashion 
  PT = perspective-taking scale 
  FS = fantasy scale 
  EC = empathic concern scale 
  PD = personal distress scale 
 
  A = 0 
  B = 1 
  C = 2 
  D = 3 
  E = 4 
 
Except for reversed-scored items, which are scored: 
 
  A = 4 
  B = 3 
  C = 2 
  D = 1 
  E = 0 	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Appendix 2:  Unit Plan and Syllabus 	  
Unit 1: We & They 
Identity & Membership in pre-Nazi Germany 
Social Studies Themes /Essential Questions: Unit Essential Questions: 
 
Identity:  Identity is constantly developing and 
impacts how one sees the world and how one 
interacts with it. 
• How does identity shape the relationship 
between and individual and the world?   
• What influences identity?  
 
 
• What is identity and how is it 
formed? 
• How does identity influence 
attitudes and beliefs about 
others? 
• How do people/societies 
develop and legitimize ideas 
of “we” & “they”? 
Goals & Objectives: Students will know and be able to… 
 
• Describe their personal identity & how it shapes their sense of membership in 
society 
• Explain the relationship and differences between private & public identity, and 
given & actual identity  
• Define & explain the terms race, ethnicity, prejudice, discrimination, & 
stereotype 
• Describe & explain the “Jewish” identity in terms of religion & ethnicity 
• Analyze and evaluate the concept of equality and the reasoning behind the 
development of groups within a society 
• Explain the historical roots of anti-Semitism in Europe and specifically Germany 
• Explain and analyze the historical rise of German nationalism and the role of 
Anti-Semitism 
• Explain the development and ideas of the American Eugenics Movement and 
evaluate its impact on the treatment of European Jews 
 
Assessments: Sources & Materials: 
 
• Participation & Journaling (25%) 
• Active Assessments 
                  -2 Seminars (“Eye of the Beholder” &   
                                 “Harrison Bergeron”; Anti-    
                                   Semitism [small group]) 
    -Essential Question Assessment (in-class) 
 
 
HHB Resource Book: Chapter 1- 
“Little Boxes” & “Anti-Judaism: A 
Case Study in Discrimination” 
Chapter 2- “Harrison Bergeron”; 
“Membership in the United States”; 
“Nationalism, Power, & Identity”; 
“Nation Building in Germany”; “A 
Changing World”; “’Race Science’ 
in a Changing World”; “Citizenship 
& European Jews”; “Nationalism, 
‘Race’, & Empires” 
 
Film Resources: “A Girl Like Me” 
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Unit Agenda: (Subject to Change) 
• Exploring Personal Identity 
o What is identity? (Charts) 
o Public vs. Private; Given vs. Actual 
o Objects & identity (article) 
o Influences on Identity 
§ “Little Boxes” and “A Girl 
Like Me” 
•  “We” & “They” 
o  Universe of Obligation/Eugenics 
o “Eye of the Beholder” & “Harrison 
Bergeron” Seminar 
• Membership & Identity for European Jews 
o Religious History (Timeline) 
o Rise of Anti-Semitism  
o German Nation Building  
o Anti-Semitism today 
o Anti-Semitism Small Group 
Discussion 
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Unit 2: The Fragility of Democracy 
The Nazis’ Rise to Power in Germany 
Social Studies Themes /Essential Questions: Unit Essential Questions: 
 
Power:  Power is a tool that is transferrable 
and can be used by groups and individuals to 
achieve their goals. 
• What is power, where does it come 
from, and how can it be used? 
 
 
• How can a democracy maintain 
order without destroying freedom? 
• How does a democracy fail and 
allow for the rise of a dictator? 
• How does a totalitarian 
government solidify its rule? 
Goals & Objectives: Students will know and be able to… 
• Explain the effects of World War I and the Revolution of 1918 on Germany 
• Explain the Treaty of Versailles and evaluate its impact on post-WWI Germany 
• Evaluate the efforts of the Weimar government to establish a democracy 
• Describe life in the Weimar Republic 
• Explain how the Nazis rose to power, including Adolph Hitler, and how their 
ascension to power led to collapse of democracy in Germany 
• Identify how the Nazis established “we” & “they” and solidified their power 
• Explain how the Nazis used propaganda to isolate specific groups and influence 
public opinion 
• Identify major events in the establishment of a Nazi totalitarian state and explain 
their goals (especially Night of the Long Knives and Kristallnacht) 
Assessments: Sources & Materials: 
 
• Participation & Journaling (25%) 
• Active Assessments (75%) 
            -Mein Kampf Reading Analysis (15 
points) 
             -Hard Times Voting Response (15 
points) 
             -Taking Power Presentations (15 
points) 
             -Group Lessons (80 points) 
     
 
HHB Resource Book: “The Impact of 
Total War” (p. 110-112);“War & 
Revolution in Germany” (p. 115-118); 
“The Treaty of Versailles” (p. 119-122); 
“Anger & Humiliation” (p. 122-126); 
“Hard Times Return” (p. 146-151);  
“Threats to Democracy” (p. 160-162); 
“Legalizing Racism” (p. 167-169); 
“Dismantling Democracy” (p. 169-170); 
“Targeting the Communists” (p. 162-
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Unit Agenda: (Subject to Change) 
 
• Modern Germany 
o World War I & the Revolution 
of 1918 
o The Treaty of Versailles 
• Collapse of Democracy 
o Life in Weimar Republic 
o Rise of the Nazi Party & the 
Beer Hall Putsch 
o “Hitler: The Rise of Evil” 
• Establishing Totalitarianism 
o  Hitler’s first speech as 
Chancellor 
o Nazis & Propaganda 
o Social Psychology 
• Group Lessons 
 
165); “Targeting the Jews” (p. 165-167); 
“Killing Ideas” (p. 179-182); “Breeding 
the New German ‘Race’” (p. 183-186); 
“Eliminating Opposition” (p. 193-195); 
“Isolating Gays” (p. 195-196); 
“Propaganda” (p. 218-221); 
“Propaganda and Sports” (p.221-223); 
“Art and Propaganda” (p. 223-225); 
“Using Film as Propaganda” (p. 223-
227); “Propaganda and Education” (p. 
242-243); “No Time to Think” (p. 189-
192); “Models of Obedience” (p. 235-
237) 
 
Print Resources: USHMM Propaganda 
Book;  
 
Web Resources: Weimar Republic 
webquest (Facing History) 
 
Film Resources:  Hitler’s Rally Speech 
(YouTube); Hitler Youth  Film (Facing 
History); “Hitler: The Rise of Evil” 
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Unit 3: The Final Solution 
The History of the Holocaust in Europe 
Social Studies Themes /Essential Questions: Unit Essential Questions: 
 
Power:  Power is a tool that is transferrable and 
can be used by groups and individuals to achieve 
their goals. 
• What is power, where does it come from, 
and how can it be used? 
 
 
• How & why do people 
participate in genocide? 
• What conditions lead to the 
commission of genocide? 
 
Goals & Objectives: Students will know and be able to… 
• Identify and explain the Eight Stages of Genocide (from the Anti-Defamation 
League) and how they manifested during the Holocaust 
• Identify the five “roles” of genocide (victim, perpetrator, bystander, resistor, rescuer) 
and analyze the choices made by these groups 
• Locate various ghettos and concentration camps and explain the conditions within 
them 
• Identify important Nazi leaders during the Holocaust 
• Explain the Evian and Wannsee Conferences and evaluate their impact on the 
Holocaust 
• Explain various acts of resistance to the Holocaust including hiding, rescuing, and 
armed resistance 
• Explain the steps and policies employed by the Nazis that systematically led to 
genocide 
• Evaluate the roles that individuals played in the perpetration of the Holocaust 
 
Assessments: Sources & Materials: 
 
• Participation (25%) 
• Active Assessments (75%) 
                  -Night Reading Packet & Seminar 
                  -Holocaust Museum Project  
                  -Unit Reflection  
     
 
Facing History’s HHB Resource 
Book: “ ‘Sanitary’ Language” (p. 309-
310); “Blueprint for the ‘Final 
Solution’” (p. 319-320); “Uprising in 
the Warsaw Ghetto” (p. 335-337); “In 
Hiding” (p. 337-341); “Resistance in 
	  	  
	  
112 
Unit Agenda: (Subject to Change) 
 
• Defining the Holocaust 
o The Terrible Things 
o Roles and Stages of Genocide 
• The Road to Genocide 
o Enforcing “We & They” 
o Kristallnacht 
o The World Reacts: Evian 
Conference 
o Ghettos 
• The Final Solution 
o Concentration Camps 
o Rescuers & Resistors- Choices 
o Night Seminar 
o Holocaust Museum Activity 
o Survivor Visit 
• Unit Reflection 
the Death Camps” (357-359) 
 
Film Resources: “The Warsaw Ghetto: 
Birthday Trip to Hell”; “Echoes & 
Reflections” selections; “Auschwitz” 
by PBS; “Pigeon” 
 
Print Resources: The Terrible Things 
by Eve Bunting; I Promised I Would 
Tell by Sonia Schreiber Weitz; Night 
by Elie Wiesel 
 
Internet Resources:  US Holocaust 
Memorial Museum Website articles 
(ushmm.org) 
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Unit 4: Remembering 
Judgment, Memory, & Legacy after the Holocaust 
Social Studies Themes /Essential 
Questions: 
Unit Essential Questions: 
 
Power:  Power is a tool that is transferrable 
and can be used by groups and individuals 
to achieve their goals. 
• What is power, where does it come from, 
and how can it be used? 
 
 
1) How does society achieve justice and 
assign guilt after genocide? 
 
2) What can be learned from studying the 
Holocaust? 
 
Goals & Objectives: Students will know and be able to… 
• Explain the basics of the Nuremberg Trials and establishment of Israel and assess the 
extent to which justice was achieved after the Holocaust 
• Evaluate the concepts of guilt and forgiveness after the Holocaust 
• Explain the development of the term “genocide” and analyze the steps taken by the 
United Nations to prevent future genocide 
• Analyze the difficulties faced by survivors after the Holocaust 
• Explain the impact of the Holocaust on the descendants of both victims and perpetrators 
• Explain and evaluate the Holocaust Denial Movement 
• Explain the purpose of memorials and analyze the significance of Holocaust memorials 
and museums in promoting justice, prevention, and healing 
• Explain and evaluate the legacy of “Never Forget” in the 20th century and how genocide 
has reappeared in the world since 
 
Assessments: Sources & Materials: 
 
• Participation (25%) 
• Active Assessments (75%) 
                  -Book Group Packet & Seminar 
                  -20th Century Genocide Jigsaw  
                  -Memorial Project  
     
 
• HHB Resource Book: Chapter 
9:“Humanity’s Aspirations to Do Justice” 
(p.425-427); “Justice Avoided” (p. 454); 
Chapter 10: “Survivors and Memory” (p. 
471-474); “Family Legacies” (p.479-482); 
“Denial and the Holocaust” (p. 490-493); 
“Memorials and Monuments” (p. 514-515) 
 
• Print Resources: The Sunflower by Simon 
Wiesenthal; The Shawl by Cynthia Ozick; 
Nightfather by Carl Friedman; Born Guilty 
by Peter Sichrovsky; Nothing Makes You 
Free ed. Melvin Jules Bukiet; MAUS I & II 
by Art Spiegelman 
 
• Film Resources: “Nuremberg Trials” 
Unit Agenda: (Subject to Change) 
 
• Searching for Justice 
o Finding a language 
o Liberation & DP Camps 
o The Nuremberg Trials 
• Legacies of the Holocaust 
o Book Groups 
o The Second Generation 
o Genocide in the 20th Century- Cambodia, 
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Guatemala, Bosnia, Rwanda, Sudan 
• Memorializing the Holocaust 
o Memorial Project  
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Unit 5: Be the Change 
Choosing to Participate in the World Around Us 
Social Studies Themes /Essential 
Questions: 
Unit Essential Questions: 
 
Rights & Responsibility:  Citizens have 
roles and responsibilities as members of 
local, national, and global communities. 
• What are the local, national, and 
global rights and responsibilities of 
citizens? 
 
 
3) How do we as 21st century citizens 
work to prevent human rights 
violations? 
 
4) How we participate as members of 
a global community? 
 
Goals & Objectives: Students will know and be able to… 
• Evaluate the role of American citizens in preventing worldwide atrocities 
• Identify various methods of participation in genocide prevention and human rights 
work 
 
Assessments: 
 
• Participation (25%) 
• Final Exam= “Little Things Are Big” Project 
Unit Calendar: 
 
Lab Work Time (project)= Monday 1/9; Tuesday 1/10; Wednesday 1/11; Thursday 
1/12; Friday 1/13; Wednesday 1/18; Thursday 1/19; Friday 1/20 
 
Proposals due= Thursday 1/12 
 
Aid Activities Begin= Wednesday 1/18 
 
Presentations= Monday 1/23 (Period 1- A & B; Period 2- A & B); Tuesday 1/24 (Period 
1- C,D,E,F; Period 5- A); Wednesday 1/25 (Period 2- C,D,E,F; Period 5- B,C,D,E; 
Thursday 1/26 (Period 5- F) 
 
Community Event= Thursday 1/26(7-8 pm in Library) 	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Appendix 3: Consent, Assent, and Re-Consent Forms 
 
Fall Parental Consent Form  
Dear Parents of Ms. Burns’ history class,  
Ms. Burns has been selected as an exemplary teacher to be featured in a research study to 
better understand how her methods positively prepare her students for the 21st Century. 
As a result, there will be a writer/researcher taking part in her fall 2014 class, observing, 
taking notes, and interacting with your student. We want to be as transparent with the 
process as possible so that you feel comfortable with this opportunity. Below is some 
information that might help you better understand what will be taking place.  
What will this research study entail?  
1. For your student to participate normally in class, as they would if the study was not 
taking place. 2. Allow the researcher to look at your students’ homework through Ms. 
Burns (their names will not be used or identified). 3. To allow your student to participate 
in three 15-min. interviews, where they will be asked to talk about their history class and 
work there.  
Audio Taping  
We will audiotape the interviews and the classes. Again, student’s identity will be 
protected. This will help us to remember what we talked about in the session. It will also 
help us to teach people how to do the interview sessions.  
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal  
Taking part in this study is your choice. Your child is free not to take part or to withdraw 
at any time for any reason. You or your child may choose not to take part in this study.  
What are the risks of taking part in this study?  
Your child may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and topics I will ask about. 
He/she does not have to answer any questions that make him/her feel uncomfortable.  
There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research.  
What will happen to the information in this study?  
We don’t plan to share names or other information in this study. However, there is a 
chance that this study will be published, showing some things that happen in class so 
there is a small chance that others can identity a students’ information. We will do our 
best to make sure that doesn’t happen. Your names will not be used (unless you ask me to 
use them). Remember, this study is being used to show exemplary examples. Study data 
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will be stored in a password protected computer.  
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety:  
• The Researcher and any member of her research team • The Institutional Review Board 
at Boston University. The Institutional Review  
Board is a group of people who review human research studies for safety and  
protection of people who take part in the studies. • Federal and state agencies that oversee 
or review research  
About the Researcher  
Ms. Margie Dillenburg is a Doctoral Candidate in History Education at Boston 
University, and has worked with organizations such as the International Criminal Court, 
Facing History and Ourselves, and was a classroom history teacher herself. She will be at 
parent/teacher night so that you can meet her, talk to her, and ask her any questions you 
might have.  
Contacts  
If you have any questions about this study or your do not want your child taking part in 
this research, you can email me (Margie Dillenburg; dillenburgmargie@gmail.com ) or 
Ms. Burns, or my faculty supervisor (Bruce Fraser; bfraser@bu.edu ) at any time. If you 
have questions about your child’s rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115.  
  
Study Title: Understanding Historical Empathy in a Classroom  
   
IRB Protocol Number: 3622E  
   
Consent Form Valid Date: October 1, 2014  
  
Study Expiration Date: September 30, 2015  	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Student Assent Form 
What is a Research Study?  
Assent Form  
We want to tell you about a research study we are doing. Research studies help us to 
learn new things and test new ideas. People who work on research studies are called 
researchers. During research studies, the researchers collect a lot of information so that 
they can learn more about something. We are doing this study because we would like to 
learn more about how you learn history.  
There are a few things you should know about this study:  
• You can say ‘No’ or ‘Yes’   
• If you say ‘Yes’ now, you can change your mind and say ‘No’ later   
• No one will be upset if you say ‘No’   
• You can ask us questions at any time   
• We will also get permission from your parent/guardian for you to take part in this 
 study  What will I do if I am in this research study?  If you decide to be in this 
study, we will ask you to: 1. Participate normally in your class, as you would if 
the study was not taking place. 2. Allow the researcher to have access to your 
homework through Ms. Burns (she will keep your name from being used or 
identified). 3. Participate in three interviews, where we ask you to be yourself and 
answer honestly.  Audio Taping  We will audiotape the interview sessions that 
are part of this study, and the class. This will help us to remember what we talked 
about in the session. It will also help us to teach people how to do the interview 
sessions.  What else could happen to me while I am in this study?   
• You might feel nervous at first to be yourself. Don’t worry, though, your name will not 
be used, and there are no “wrong” answers.   
• You might feel nervous to let someone else see your homework. Again, don’t worry. 
Your names will never be used. This classroom was chosen because you are 
positive examples, so the more honest and yourself you can be, the more we can 
show other students how to learn the way you do.   
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If I join this study will it help me?  
• Being in this study may help you by helping you understand how you think about 
history, and how to apply it to the future.   
• Also, this study will help us to learn more about the best ways to teach history. What 
will happen to my information in this study?  We don’t plan to tell anyone or 
share your name or other information about you if you join this study. However, 
there is a chance that we will publish a book about this kind of teaching and 
learning, which you might show some things that happen in class. However, there 
is a small chance that other people could find out your information. We will do 
our best to make sure that doesn’t happen. Your names will not be used (unless 
you ask me to use them), but there is a chance some of your classmates might 
figure out who said a quote that was used. Again, I’ll do my best to make sure this 
doesn’t happen.  There are some reasons why we would share your information:   
• If we found out you were in serious danger   
• If we found out that somebody else was in serious danger  Contacts  If you have any 
questions about this study, you can talk with me (Margie Dillenburg; 
dillenburgmargie@gmail.com ) or Ms. Burns at any time.   
 
 
Study Title: Understanding Historical Empathy in a Classroom  
  
 
IRB Protocol Number: 3622E  
  
Consent Form Valid Date: October 1, 2014  
  
Study Expiration Date: September 30, 2015  	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Dear Ms. Burns,  
Teacher Consent Form  
You have been selected as an exemplary teacher to be featured in a research study to 
better understand how her methods positively prepare her students for the 21st Century. 
As a result, there will be a writer/researcher taking part in her fall 2014 class, observing, 
taking notes, and interacting with you and your student. We want to be as transparent 
with the process as possible so that you feel comfortable with this opportunity. Below is 
some information that might help you better understand what will be taking place.  
What will this research study entail?  
1. For you to conduct your class, and your students to participate normally in that class, 
as they would if the study was not taking place. 2. Allow the researcher to observe you, 
your materials, and your students’ homework (your name will not be used or identified). 
3. To participate in 15 15-min. interviews, where you will be asked to talk about your 
history class and work there.  
Audio Taping  
We will audiotape the interviews and the classes. This will help us to remember what we 
talked about in the session. It will also help us to teach people how to do the interview 
sessions.  
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal  
Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or to withdraw at 
any time for any reason. You may choose not to take part in this study.  
What will happen to the information in this study?  
We don’t plan to share names or other information in this study. However, there is a 
chance that this study will be published, showing some things that happen in class so 
there is a small chance that others can identify you or a students’ information. We will do 
our best to make sure that doesn’t happen. Your names will not be used (unless you ask 
me to use them). Study data will be stored in a password protected computer.  
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety:  
• The Researcher and any member of her research team • The Institutional Review Board 
at Boston University. The Institutional Review Board is a group of people who review 
human research studies for safety and protection of people who take part in the studies. • 
Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research  
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About the Researcher  
Ms. Margie Dillenburg is a Doctoral Candidate in History Education at Boston 
University, and has worked with organizations such as the International Criminal Court, 
Facing History and Ourselves, and was a classroom history teacher herself.  
Contacts  
If you have any questions about this study or your do not want to take part in this 
research, you can email me (Margie Dillenburg; dillenburgmargie@gmail.com ) or my 
faculty supervisor (Bruce Fraser; bfraser@bu.edu ) at any time. If you have questions 
about your child’s rights as a research subject or want to speak with someone 
independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB directly at 
617-358-6115.  
  
Study Title: Understanding Historical Empathy in a Classroom  
   
IRB Protocol Number: 3622E  
   
Consent Form Valid Date: October 1, 2014  
  
Study Expiration Date: September 30, 2015  
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Re - Consent Form 
 
Dear Parents of Ms. Burns’ history class,  
As part of Ms. Burns’ history class, The Holocaust and Human Behavior, a research 
project was going on to understand how her style of teaching positively benefits students. 
Ms. Burns was selected as an exemplary teacher to be featured in this research study. As 
part of this study, a consent form was sent home at the beginning of the semester. At that 
time, you gave permission for your child to participate in the study. However, it was 
recently discovered that important information was missing from the form you received. 
We want to provide this missing information to you to make sure you are fully informed 
and comfortable allowing us to continue using the information we collected from your 
child as part of this research study. The information that was missing and the spring 
semester interview information are included in this form  
What did the study entail?  
There was a researcher in class observing, and audio recording the classes. She also 
looked at homework assignments and assessments of the students. She also conducted 
one on one interviews with some students in each class to get a better understanding of 
how they were learning.  
There are a few things you should know about this study: • You can still say ‘No’ or 
‘Yes’ to your child’s participation in the study • Whatever you decide is OK • If you said 
‘Yes’ earlier, you can change your mind and say ‘No’ now • You can ask questions at 
any time • We obtained permission from your child directly • Your child’s participation 
in this study, will not affect your child’s standing in the  
class or his/her grade  
What will happen to the information in this study?  
We don’t plan to share names or other information in this study. However, there is a 
chance that this study will be published, showing some things that happen in class. There 
is a small chance that others can identify a student’s information. We will do our best to 
make sure that doesn’t happen, and to maintain your child’s confidentiality.  
There are some reasons why we would share your students’ information: • If we found 
out they were in serious danger • If we found out that somebody else was in serious 
danger  
What else could happen in this study (risks)?  
• Your child might feel nervous at first to be themselves. Your child does not have to 
answer any questions that he/she does not want to answer   
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• Your child might feel nervous to let someone see his/her homework. Your child’s 
name will never be used in any presentation or publication.  If I let them join this 
study will it help them?   
• The information that we obtain from this study may help us to learn more about the best 
ways to teach history.  
About the Researcher  
Ms. Margie Dillenburg is a Doctoral Candidate in History Education at Boston 
University, and has worked with organizations such as the International Criminal Court, 
Facing History and Ourselves, and was a classroom history teacher herself.  
Contacts  
If you have any questions about this study, you can talk with me (Margie Dillenburg; 
dillenburgmargie@gmail.com ) or Ms. Burns at any time. If you want to speak with 
somebody independent of the research team, you can contact the Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) directly at 617-358-6115 with any questions.  
By signing below you offer continuing permission for your child to take part in this 
research study.  
 
___________________________________  
Name of Student  
______________________________________ 
Parent Signature  
______________________________________ 
Principal Investigator Signature  
 
Study Title: Understanding Historical Empathy in a Classroom  
  
IRB Protocol Number: 3622E  
   
Consent Form Valid Date: July 24, 2015  
Study Expiration Date: September 30, 2015  
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First Semester Student Re-Consent for Extended Interviews 
 
Consent Form  
Dear Parents of Ms. Burns’ history class,  
As part of Ms. Burns’ history class, The Holocaust and Human Behavior, a research 
project was going on to understand how her style of teaching positively benefits students. 
Ms. Burns was selected as an exemplary teacher to be featured in this research study. As 
part of this study, the researcher conducted interviews with many of Ms. Burns’ students. 
Though your child’s participation in the class lasted only for the fall semester, your child 
was also interviewed one extra time during the spring semester. This interview took place 
during their lunch period and lasted for no more than 15 min.  
A consent form was sent home at the beginning of the semester; however, we discovered 
that some information was missing from that form. In addition, that form did not include 
information about the spring semester interview. We want to provide this information to 
you to make sure that you are fully informed about this study and that you continue to 
agree to allow us to use the information we collected from your child as part of this 
research study. The information that was missing and the spring semester interview 
information are included in this form.  
What happened during the study?  
There was a researcher in class observing and audio recording the classes. She also 
looked at homework assignments and assessments of the students. She also conducted 
one on one interviews with some students in each class to get a better understanding of 
how they were learning.  
Your child also took part in a 15 minute interview in the spring semester. During the 
interview, we asked your child about his/her thoughts about the class.  
There are a few things you should know about this study: • You can still say ‘No’ or 
‘Yes’ to your child’s participation in the study • Whatever you decide is OK • If you said 
‘Yes’ earlier, you can change your mind and say ‘No’ now • You can ask questions at 
any time • We will obtain permission from your child directly • Your child’s participation 
in this study, will not affect your child’s standing in the  
class or his/her grade  
What will happen to the information in this study?  
We don’t plan to share names or other information in this study. However, there is a 
chance that this study will be published, showing some things that happen in class. There 
is a small chance that others can identify a students’ information. We will do our best to 
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make sure that doesn’t happen, and to maintain your child’s confidentiality.  
There are some reasons why we would share your students’ information: • If we found 
out they were in serious danger • If we found out that somebody else was in serious 
danger  
What else could happen in this study (risks)?  
• Your child might feel nervous at first to be themselves. Your child does not have to 
answer any questions that he/she does not want to answer   
• Your child might feel nervous to let someone see his/her homework. Your child’s 
name will never be used in presentations or publications  If I let them join this 
study will it help them?   
• The information that we obtain from this study will help us to learn more about the best 
ways to teach history.  
About the Researcher  
Ms. Margie Dillenburg is a Doctoral Candidate in History Education at Boston 
University, and has worked with organizations such as the International Criminal Court, 
Facing History and Ourselves, and was a classroom history teacher herself.  
Contacts  
If you have any questions about this study, you can talk with me (Margie Dillenburg; 
dillenburgmargie@gmail.com ) or Ms. Burns at any time. If you want to speak with 
somebody independent of the research team, you can contact the Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) directly at 617-358-6115 with any questions.  
By signing below you offer your permission for your student to take part in this research 
study.  
 
______________________________________  
Name of Student  
______________________________________ 
Parent Signature  
______________________________________ 
Principal Investigator Signature  
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Study Title: Understanding Historical Empathy in a Classroom  
   
IRB Protocol Number: 3622E  
   
Consent Form Valid Date: July 24, 2015  
  
Study Expiration Date: September 30, 2015  	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Appendix 4:  Student Interview Questions 
 
1. What do you think it means to empathize with someone who lived in the past?   
2. Can you give an example of someone in history that you can empathize with in 
the past?  Can you tell me about them and how you feel about them?   
3. Tell me about how you learned about this person?  How did you feel/what did you 
think about them at first?  Then when did you find?  How did you change how 
you felt/thought about this person as you got to know them? 
4. What did you know about the Holocaust when entering this class? 
5. Tell me what you think of the 3rd riche?  Do you think that can happen now?  Can 
that happen in America against a people group?   
6. What made you interested in this topic?  Have you taken a history class like this 
before?  What have your history classes been?  What have they been like?  
7. Why do you think this class might be important? Why did you elect to take  
this class?  
8.  What application does this class have to today? Why is it important? 
9.  What application does this class have to you in your life?  Can you use any of this 
information outside of the classroom?  Outside of academics?  In your life?  	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Appendix 5:  Teacher Interview Questions 
 
1.  Tell me about this class and how you developed it? 
2. Why did you develop it?  How many years have you been teaching it? 
3. What have you seen?  Is there a cadence to each semester?   
4. What patterns of learning or growth have you seen in students, if any?  
5. Have you gotten any feedback from students after they have finished the course 
about its effects on them?  What about its effects on them beyond the classroom?  
6. Have you gotten feedback from other teachers?  Their peers?  Parents?  
7. What about you?  How has this changed you as a teacher?  Or has it?  
8. Is there anything else you’d like to talk about in regards to this class and why you 
developed it?   
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Appendix 6:  Second Semester Follow Up Interview Questions for  
First Semester Students: 
 
1. How is your semester going?   
2. Are you graduating?  Do you have any plans for next year?   
3. What Social Studies/History class(es) are you taking this semester?  
4. Can you tell me about it?   
5. Is it a required Social Studies class? Are you enjoying it?  
6. How does it compare to Ms. Burns’ Holocaust class?  
7. Which one do you like better?  What about the style of teaching?  Is it the teacher, 
or the subject matter?   
8. Is there anything you’ve taken from Ms. Burns’ class that you use now in you 
history class?  How about outside the classroom?  
9. Is there anything you wish you did more of in that class?  
10. Would you take her class again?  Why? Why not? Do you think it had any lasting 
effect on you?  On how you think and feel about history?   	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